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CURRENT TOPICS. 


On Tvxspay last Mr. Justice Barnes took occasion to point 
out the progress which has been made by the Probate and 
Divorce Division in the hearing of cases during the 
sittings. It is certainly an admirable record. Over 300 probate 
and divorce causes have been tried, including some which were 
only commenced last month ; and at the present time, the learned 
judge stated, there is no case left which is ready for trial. 





On Monpay, in the House of Commons, Mr. Oswaxp, Q.C., 
made an ineffectual attempt to procure the rejection of the main 
clause of the Vexatious Actions Bill, which, as he truly said, 
“ established a principle unknown to the English law. For the 
first time in the history of Parliament a Bill had been brought 
in practically shutting the doors of all courts of justice to Fae 
ticular subjects of the Queen, and that because one individual 
had made himself somewhat obnoxious in bringing proceed- 
ings.” Another member endeavoured to have the operation of 
the Bill limited to a year, but this also was rejected. We think 
that the future historians of English law will regard the measure 
as one of the most singular pine wae of our time. 





WE print elsewhere a letter from a correspondent, taking 
exception to the remarks we made last week in reference to the 
propriety of a solicitor charging the same out-of-pocket expenses 
as disbursements against different clients. The matter is one of 
some importance, and we should be glad to have any further 
expressions of opinion. There may no doubt, as our corres- 
pondent points out, be a difficulty in apportioning travelling and 
other expenses between different clients, but this in i does 
not furnish a reason why an apportionment of some kind should 
not be made. It seems to be s , and in this we quite 
agree, that the question ought to be decided by a consideration 
of what clients expect. Primd facie a solicitor’s services are 
remunerated by his ordinary professional charges. When a 
client finds that he has to pay in addition out-of-pocket expenses, 
does he that thereis in this item a further possibility of 
gain to the solicitor? The client’s answer we can perhaps 
hardly hope to obtain, but it would be useful to have informa- 





tion as to the practice of solicitors. 
42 
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THE RECENT decision of the Court of Appeal (Lixptxy, Lorss, 
and Ricsy, L.JJ.) in Re Chapman is of great importance to 
trustees, though rather as affording an example of the applica- 
tion of settled principles than as introducing any new ones. 
Shortly put, the question was whether trustees of a will were 
liable for not having realized mortgage investments made by 
their testator on agricultural land. The mortgaged properties 
were situated in the Eastern Counties, and at the time of the 
testator’s death, in 1880, the value of land had already begun to 
decline by reason of the depression in agriculture, though the 
properties if sold at once would have realized the sums ad- 
vanced. The trustees, on the supposition that the depression 
was only tem , refrained from selling, and they still con- 
tinued this policy when the lands had fallen below the mort- 
gage values, and the farmers, who in the chief mortgages were 
themselves the mortgagors, had become insolvent. It was 
proved that the preponderance of opinion in the counties at this 
crisis was in favour of retaining mortgage securities instead of 
realizing them. It does not seem to have been disputed that 
the trustees had acted honestly, and with a desire to do what 
was best for the estate ; but it was contended on behalf of the 
assignee of a beneficiary under the will that it was their duty 
to have realized the mortgages forthwith on the death of the 
testator, and that their failure to do this was a breach of trust 
for which they were liable. This view was accepted by Kzxr- 
wicu, J., but fortunately the Court of Appeal have seen their way 
to reverse his decision. The court, said Linpiry, L.J., had to deal 
with honest trustees placed in great difficulties by the constant fall 
in thevalueof land, and had to ask itself what it was that they had 
done wrong. There are authorities that trustees are not bound by 
any hard and fast rule as to conversion of their testator’s invest- 
ments, at any rate where they are of an uncertain and 
speculative character, and that if they act with reasonable 
diligence and in the honest exercise of their discretion the court 
will not visit them with any loss which may in fact occur. 
Under the circumstances the mortgage investments in Re 

m had assumed a speculative character, and the trustees 
were entitled to the benefit of this principle. In the absence, 
then, of any specific duty to realize the mortgages forthwith, the 
court was bound to apply to the trustees the test by which it has 
often been said that trustees are to be judged. As a general 
rule, said Lord Watson, in Learoyd v. Whiteley (12 App. Cas., p. 
733), the law requires of a trustee no greater degree of 
diligence than a man of ordinary prudence would exercise in the 
management of his own private affairs. To this standard the 
trustees in Re Chapman had conformed, and they were accord- 
ingly exonerated from liability. 


Me. Hoop Bares has had the satisfaction—though not, we 
fear, much to his own advantage—of procuring for the benefit 
of the profession the settlement of several important questions 
relating to the separate property of married women. In the 
most recent case—Le Lumley, Ex parte Hood Barrs, decided by 
the Court of Appeal on Monday last—the question was whether 
@ restraint on anticipation contained in a marriage settlement 
was valid when there was no express limitation to the separate 
use of the married woman. The settlement was made after the 
commencement of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, 





and the court held that the restraint could be engrafted upon | 


the separate created by the Act, and was therefore 
valid, though if the settlement had been made before the Act 
the restraint would, as is shewn by Stogdon v. Lee (1891, 1 Q. B. 
661), have been i tive. The point appears not to have 
been iously decided in any reported case, though it was in 
fact decided by the Court of Appeal in an unreported case, Hood 
Barrs v. Cathcart, on the 23rd of July, 1894. There was much 
force in the argument of Mr. Hoop Banns that the separate 
property of a married woman which is created by the Act of 
1882 is, by section 2 of the Act, expressly made subject to her 
power of disposition as if she were a feme sole, and that a 
restraint on anticipation is inconsistent with this statutory power. 
Bat, on the other hand, section 19 provides that “ nothing in 
this Act contained shall interfere with or affect any settlement 
+ + « made or to be made, whether before or after marriage, 








with or render inoperative any restriction against anticipation at 
present attached to, or to be hereafter attached to, the enjoy- 
ment of any property or income by a woman under any settle- 
ment.” The court held that the argument of Mr. Hoop Barrs 
was, by reason of section 19, untenable, and that the statutory 
separate property was bound by the restraint on anticipation. 
Another point decided arose thus. Mr. Hoop Barrs sought to 
enforce, by the appointment of a receiver of rents, a judgment 
which he had obtained against the married woman in 1894. 
The rents which he sought to attach had accrued due in March, 
1896, long after the date of the judgment. The court held that 
these rents were subject to and protected by the restraint, and 
that only rents which had accrued at or before the date of the 
judgment were released from the restraint. The court were of 
opinion that this point had been decided by the Court of Appeal 
in Whiteley v. Edwards (44 W. R. 530; 1896, 2 Q. B. 48), and 
that that case was quite consistent with the decision of the 
House of Lords in Hood Barrs v. Heriot (44 W. R. 481; 1896, 
A. ©. 174). | 





In THE cASE of Newton v. Amalgamated Musicians’ Union (re- 
ported elsewhere) a professional musician sought an ‘niorim 
injunction to restrain the defendants from publishing his name 
in a “ black list,” in which it appeared to have been published 
every month since November last, though the publication only 
seems to have come to the plaintiff’s notice in April. This 
black list was published in the monthly report of the union, 
which was marked strictly private and for the use of members 
only. A similar application had been made with success in 
Trollope v. London Building Trades Federation (72 L. T. 342, 43 
W. R. Dig. 95), but the black list published by the defendants 
in that case consisted of a large yellow poster with a black 
border headed ‘‘ Trotztore’s Black List,” and no less than 750 
copies were distributed to various resorts of workmen. The 
plaintiffs there put their case on the law of libel, and on the 
decision of Hotz, C.J., in Keeble v. Hickeringill (11 East, 574) ; 
but Kexewron, J., did not treat the case as one of libel. He 
founded his decision on a passage from the judgment of Lord 
Frexp in Mogul Steamship Co. v. Macgregor (40 W. R. 337 ; 1892, 
A. ©. 25, at pp. 51, 52), where, after referring to Keeble v. 
Hickeringill, and stating that acts done by a trader in the lawful 
way of his business, although interfering with the trade of 
another, were not actionable, Lord Frexp said: ‘‘ Of course, it 
is otherwise, as pointed out by Lord Hotz, if the acts com- 
plained of, although done under the guise of competi- 
tion or other lawful right, are in themselves violent or purely 
malicious, or have for their ultimate object injury to another 
from ill-will to him, and not the pursuit of lawful rights” ; and 
Kexewicu, J., being of opinion that the case fell within these 
words, granted an injunction. The Court of Appeal refused to 
interfere with his order, but noticed the difficulty of deciding 
upon an interlocutory application, and with imperfect materials, 
a case “in which very serious questions of law, intertwined 
with very grave questions of fact,” would have to be decided at 
the trial. In the opinion of Currry, J., the principle according 
to which interim injunctions should be granted or refused in 
cases like that before him was that found in the libel case of 
Bonnard v. Perryman (39 W.R. 435; 1891, 2 Ch. 269) in the 
Court of Appeal. It was there stated that an injunction 
ought not to be granted except in the clearest cases, where any 
jury would say that the matter complained of was libellous, 
and where if the jury did not so find the court would set aside 
the verdict as unreasonable (per Ootzriver, O.J., citing Esuer, 
M.R., in Coulson v. Coulson, 3 Times L. R. 846). COnrrry, J, 
was not satisfied that if the jury gave a verdict against Nzw- 
TON it would necessarily be set aside. The defendants altogether 
denied malice, but there was unquestionably evidence of malice, 
and in his lordship’s opinion the question of malice was one 
which should be submitted to a jury before any injunction was 
granted. A jury would be able to put a proper meaning on the 
term “‘ black list.” The defendants refused to withdraw New- 
Ton’s name from the black list. Whether this was malicious 
conduct or not was also a proper question fora jury. Ourrry, 
J., therefore refused the motion, but without expressing any 


respecting the property of any married woman, or shall interfere | opinion on the many points taken on behalf of the plaintiff. 
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Ir 1s sTRANGE how the belief in the possibility of foretelling 
the future lingers amongst us in spite of the spread of educa- 
tion. Only last week a woman was charged before Mr. Horxms, 
at the Lambeth Police Court, with pretending and professing to 
tell fortunes. She was evidently a very ignorant and clumsy 
sort of impostor, and worked her magic with a pack of greasy 
cards and a piece of broken glass, which she magniloquently 
described as ‘‘the crystal.” It was obvious that the victims of 
her deceptions could only be the most ignorant and credulous of 
the population —the very people, in fact, who need most protec- 
tion by the law. She was convicted and sentenced to six weeks’ 
imprisonment with hard labour. As, however, the police had 
been keeping watch and had seen ten to twelve women and 
girls enter her house each night, and these had apparently paid 
her at least a shilling a head, it must at present remain doub 
how far this punishment will deter her from so profitable a pur- 
suit. For many centuries the law of England assumed that direct 
communication between human beings and evil spirits was — 
and nearly all mankind until comparatively recent times believed 
in witchcraft and sorcery. With the help of these evil spirits it 
was thought that the future could be foretold. Witchcraft was 
considered to be a very terrible crime, for which death was the 
only proper punishment, and a statute of Henry VIII. declared 
it to be felony without benefit of clergy. Another statute of 
James I., deals at length with invoking evil spirits and other 
similar offences, and enacts that death shall be the penalty for 
such crimes. These statutes have, of course, long since been 
repealed, and the law seems now to assume that witchcraft, the 
power to foretell coming events, the invocation of evil spirits, 
&c., are manifest absurdities, and that those who profess to have 
such powers are merely common cheats and rogues. The statute 
9 Geo. 2, c. 5, provides that no person shall in the future be pro- 
secuted for ‘‘ witchcraft, sorcery, inchantment, or conjuration ” ; 
but it provides, ‘‘ for the more effectual preventing and punish- 
ing any pretences to such acts or powers whereby ignorant 
persons are frequently deluded and defrauded,” that the persons 
who make such pretences or ‘‘ who undertake to tell fortunes ” 
shall be guilty of an indictable offence and liable to a year’s 
imprisonment, Offenders of this sort are, however, nearly 
always in recent years dealt with summarily under the Vagrant 
Act (5 Geo. 4, c. 83). By section 4 of that Act “every person 
pretending or professing to tell fortunes” is to be deemed a 
rogue and vagabond, and as such is liable to a maximum 
punishment of imprisonment with hard labour for three months, 
or to a fine of £25. In the case of Penny v. Hanson (35 W. R. 
379, 18 Q. B. D, 478) it was argued on behalf of a defendant 
charged under this section that there must be evidence of intent 
to deceive, and that a person who really believed (as the defen- 
dant was said to do) in his own power to foretell the future by 
the stars was not liable under the Act. The judges, however, 
held that it was absurd to suggest that he could have believed 
in his ability to predict the future of another, and were of 
opinion that the mere fact of the defendant “‘professing”’ his 
ability to tell fortunes was sufficient to warrant a conviction. 
Besides the remedies under the two statutes mentioned, it seems 
clear that a fortune-teller who actually receives money from 
one who pays believing in the existence of the supernatural 
sete may be indicted for obtaining money by false pretences. 
t would, of course, be a defence to such an indictment if he 
could satisfy the jury that he really did believe that he possessed 
the power which he professed to have. But probably it would 
be very hard to convince a present-day jury of this. There are 
in London and in many other places a great many impostors of 
higher class than the wretched woman to whom reference has 
been made. They call themselves professors of palmistry, 
phrenologists, astrologers, and so forth, and might with advan- 
tage to the public receive a good deal more attention from the 
police than they get. 


Tue case of Allen vy. The Castle Donington Rural District 
Council (a note of which is to be found 81 L. J. N. O, 469) 
affords a remarkable instance of the manner in which it is 
possible for judicial time to be wasted. The action was one 
for damages against a Leicestershire rural sanitary authority, 


Assizes on the 20th ult. For the defendants the preliminary’ 
objection was taken that, inasmuch as the cause of action arose 

wholly in Leicestershire, there was no jurisdiction to try the 

action at Nottingham. This contention was founded on section 

264 of the Public Health Act, 1875, which provides that “ every 

such action shall be tried in the county or place where the cause 

of action occurred, and not elsewhere.” An elaborate argument 

appears to have been addressed to the learned judge, who ulti- 

mately decided that though R. S. C., ord. 36, r. 1, abolishing 

local venues, contained the saving words “ except where other- 
wise provided by statute,” they could not amount to a re-enact- 
ment of local venues abolished under a rule authorized by 
section 33 of the Judicature Act, 1875, an Act passed in the 
same Session of Parliament as the Public Health Act, though 
probably having received the Royal assent in Prag to the 
last-named Act. It is surprising that apparently it was not 
present to the minds of anybody concerned that the point in 
question was one which was not arguable. It would seem that 
judge, counsel, and solicitors alike had forgotten this simple 
fact, that the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, s. 2, pro- 
vides (inter alia) that ‘there shall be repealed so much of any 
general public Act as enacts that in any proceeding to which 
this Act applies (@) the proceeding is to be commenced in any 
particular place”; and amongst the enactments mentioned in 
the schedule as expressly repealed is section 264 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, upon which, as we have stated, the whole 
contention before GranTHam, J., was based. 





A question of some importance to county court suitors was 
recently decided by the Court of Appeal (Lixpizy and Lorss, 
L.JJ.) in Cooke v. Smith. It was there held, reversing *the 
decision of a Queen’s Bench Divisional Court (Day and Law- 
RANCE, JJ.) that where, by consent of the parties, an interpleader 
for relief of bailiffs is sent for trial to a particular county court, 
any application for a new trial must be made thereto, and not to 
the county court in which the proceedings were originally com- 
menced. No one will, we think, be disposed to quarrel with 
this decision, which accords with the practice hitherto prevailing 
in the county courts. It is, however (as was pointed out by 
Lixotey, L.J.), by no means certain whether, under the circum- 
stances above mentioned, there is any right to apply for a new 
trial to any tribunal. For it is submitted that where, in a case 
not contemplated by the County Courts Act or Rules, jurisdie- 
tion by consent is given to a county court judge, he is a mere 
arbitrator, whose decision is therefure tinal and conclusive 
between the parties who have submitted their dispute to his 
adjudication. According to Pearce v. Winkworth (28 L. T. 710) 
the judge is certainly in this position where parties who have a 
dispute agree to abide by his decision, and do not follow the 
practice required to give him jurisdiction. Moreover, it must 
not be forgotten that in cases of interpleader, it is ly 
provided by section 157 of the County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 
Vict. c. 43) that the judge's order shall be final and conclusive 
between the execution creditor, the claimant, and the high 
bailiff, unless appealed from to the High Court under section 
120 of the Act. 





Ir 1s WELL KNOWN that a legacy contingent upon the legatee’s 
attainment of a given age is vested by a gift of the intermediate 
interest. But where there is only a discretion to trustees to 
apply the whole or part of the interest to the maintenance of 
the legatee, the point is not so clear. According to Theobald 
on Wills (p. 465) ‘the better opinion now seems to be that it 
will” be vested. The better opinion is founded, énéer alia, on 
Fox v. Fox (23 W. R. 314, L. R. 19 Eq. 286), but the text-book 
very properly gives a list of contrary authorities such as Re 
Grimshaw's Trusts (27 W. R. 544, 11 Ch. dD. 406). Now Fer v. 
Fox was a decision of Jxsset, M.R., which, if it did not actually 
decide, gave very strong countenance to the better opinion. 
Judges, including Jxsset, M.R., himself in Re Parker, Barker v. 
ieee (16 Ch. D, 44), have distinguished For v. Fox, but hither- 


to no one has distinctly refused to follow it. In the important 
case of Re Wintle, Tucker vy. Wintle, Norrn, J., had before him 





and came on for trial before GranruaM, J., at the Nottingham. 


a will so like that in For v. Fer that no distinction was avail- 
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able, and the only course was to follow or refuse to follow Fox 
v. For. It is almost needless to say that, before taking the 
latter course, Nortu, J., went carefully through very many 
authorities on the point, and in a considered judgment of great 
length thoroughly explained the principles underlying the 
various cases. In the result, however, Fox v. Fox was not fol- 
lowed. We shall watch with some interest for the next edition 
of Theobald. 





Tue Eart or Sramrorp in the House of Lords, and Mr. 
Krusee in the House of Commons, have attempted to ‘‘draw” 
the Lord Chancellor and the Attorney-General respectively on 
the subject of Anderson v. Gorrie (1895, 1 Q. B. 668) and the 
immunity of judges from civil actions, but they have received 
no encouragement to hope for a change in the law. In the 
opinion of the Attorney-General the law does not require 
amendment, and the Lord Chancellor regards the immunity of 
Judges as of great importance in the interest of justice. It 
would be out of the question, indeed, to expect any change in 
this It is well established, and Anderson v. Gorrie only 
restated the law, that even an allegation of corrupt and malicious 
conduct will not support an action against a judge. It may seem 
harsh that the judge should escape even when, as in that case, 
there has been an actual finding of malice by the jury, but the 
rule, of course, is based, not on any individual case, but upon 
the general interest of suitors. If a judge is liable to an action 
at all, it is easy to insert an allegation of malice, and judges 
would have to perform their duties with the possibility of such 
charges being made. It is to prevent this interference with 
their absolute freedom from all extraneous considerations that 
the rule in question exists. ‘‘This provision of the law,’ said 
Ketty, C.B., in Scott v. Stansfield (L. R. 3 Ex. 220), ‘is not 
for the protection or benefit of a malicious or corrupt judge, but 
for the benefit of the public, whose interest it is that judges 
should be at liberty to exercise their functions with indepen- 
dence and without fear of consequences.” The proper remedy in 
—— of misconduct is the removal of the judge, and this must 

ce, 





WE AVE at last a direct decision that a gift or limitation 
to the next of kin of A. as if he had died intestate is a gift or 
limitation to his statutory next of kin. The proposition that an 

reference to intestacy is sufficient to import the 
Statute of Distribution can be found in most text-books, but the 
diligence of counsel in Re Gray, Akers v. Sears (Nortu, J., ante 
p. 702) failed to find a direct judicial decision, or even a clear 
dictum on the point. All the cases or dicta cited contained 
words of division as well as the reference to intestacy; ¢.g., the 
words in Garrick v. Lord Camden (14 Ves. 372) were “to be 
divided amongst my next of kin as if I had died intestate,’ and 
Smith v.Campbell (19 Ves. 400) speaks of ‘reference to the 
Statute of Distribution or to a division as in the case of 
intestacy.” The text writers have very properly treated the 
words of division as unimportant, and speak of a reference to 
intestacy as sufficient ; but it is satisfactory to have the decision 
of Nortn, J. 





MARITIME LIEN. 
I. 


Accorp1n¢ to the classification adopted in Fisher on Mortgages 
a security upon real or personal property for the payment of 
money may be made by contract in the form of mortgage, 
pleige,.or hypothecation, or may arise by operation of law in 
the form of lien. Of these the simplest form of security is 
pledge or pawn, and it is distinguished from the others in that it 
can be created only in respect of a personal chattel, and depends 
on the delivery of possession to the pledgee. Pledge, accordingly, 
is a species of bailment. It confers on the pledgee the right to 
detain the chattel pledged as security for the payment of the 
debt, and by virtue of this a the a, is said to have a 
‘special property in the chattel, the general property remaining 
in the pledgor (yer Burnet, J., in Ryall v. Rolle, 1 Atk. 165; 
Coggs v. Bernard, 1 Sm. L. C., 10th ed., p. 177; Franklin v. 
Neate, 13 M. & W. 481). And the redelivery of the chattel to 





the pledgor will put an end to the security, unless, indeed, it 
take place under such circumstances that the legal possession 
can still be held to be in the pledgee, as where the chattel is 
delivered to the pledgor to use as the servant of the pledgee 
(Reeves v. Capper, 5 Bing. N. O. 136). 

Theoretically, perhaps, the proper division of securities is 
between such as do and such as do not depend upon delivery of 
possession; that is, speaking generally, between pledge and 
hypothecation. But for practical purposes it is necessary, further, 
to distinguish securities of the latter kind into those which in- 
volve, either at once or ultimately, a conveyance of the property 
in the subject matter of the security, and those which operate 
simply asa charge. We thus get the distinction between mort- 
gage and mere hypothecation. As we have just seen, the 
change of possession which takes place upon the delivery of a 
chattel in pledge is said to confer a special property upon the 
pledgee, but the expression is due to the confusion in the com- 
mon law between property and possession. It means no more than 
that the pledgee is entitled to protect himself by recourse to the 
remedies, founded on possession, which are in general used by 
the owner. Only in this sense is there any change in the 
property. Ina mortgage, on the other hand—to speak, in the 
first instance, of legal mortgages—there is a transfer of the 
entire property in the subject matter of the security. At law 
the mortgagee becomes the absolute owner, but he takes subject 
to the right in equity of the mortgagor to redeem the mortgage 
on payment of the entire sum for which it stands as security, 
and by virtue of this right, called the equity of redemption, the 
mortgagor is deemed in equity still to rank as owner: Casborne 
v. Scarfe (1 Atk. 603). 

Moreover, this right of redemption or equitable ownership is 
in turn capable of being conveyed by way of mortgage, and such 
second mortgage, since it does not carry the legal estate, is 
termed an equitable mortgage. An equitable mortgage is created. 
also by the mere agreement to transfer the ownership by 
way of security, without any immediate transfer; and the agree- 
ment may be express, as when the mortgagor charges his 
property and undertakes to create a formal mortgage when 
called upon to do so (Zyre v. M‘Dowell, 9 H. L. Cas. 619), or 
it may be implied, and an agreement to this effect will be 
implied upon the deposit of title deeds without any memorandum 
in writing. Thus equitable mortgages do not at once vest the 
entire property in the mortgagee, but they give the right, either 
immediately or upon paying off prior mortgages, to call for the 
legal estate, and they go a long way towards entitling the mort- 
gagee to the entire property. It is therefore the characteristic 
of all mortgages that they involve a transfer of the property in 
the thing mortgaged, a transfer either complete or inchoate. 
It seems, however, that the term equitable mortgage is some- 
times applied to a security which really only operates as a 
charge on the property, without any step towards a transfer of 
the ownership: see, for example, Zbb v. Hodge (L. R. 5 O. P. 
73), where there was an agreement that premises should stand 
as security for an advance, and Re Cook (1 Gl. & J. 13), where 
there was an authority to sell and retain the debt out of the 
proceeds. 

In the case of a ship, a mortgage is usually created by an in- 
strument in the statutory form, and although in this form themort- 
gagor is expressed to ‘‘ mortgage”’ shares in the ship, instead of 
assigning them subject to redemption, yet the effect is the same as 
in an ordinary mortgage, and the pro in the shares passes to 
the mortgagee (Keithv. Burrows, 10. P. D. 722), although, so long 
as he does not take possession of the ship, he is specially protected 
from the liabilities of an owner (Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, 
s. 34), The mortgage, of course, should be registered, and as 
between registered mortgages priority depends solely on the 
dates of registration. The policy of the earlier shipping legis- 
lation was to refuse recognition to unregistered mortgages 
(Liverpool Borough Bank vy. Turner, 13. & H. 159,2D. F. & J. 
502), but the inconvenience to the shipping world was too great 
for this policy to be maintained, and under section 3 of the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1862, replaced now by section 57 of the 
Act of 1894, effect was given to interests arising under contracts 
or other equitable interests, although not completed by registra- 
tion. But this c in the law in no way infringed the 
security of registered mortgages, and a registered mortgage has 
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riority over an earlier unregistered mortgage, notwithstanding 
that it was taken with notice of such earlier mortgage (Black v. 
Williams, 43 W. BR. 346; 1895, 1 Ch. 408). In this connection 
it may be noticed that the Admiralty Division of the High Court 
of Justice has jurisdiction over any claim in respect of a regis- 
tered mortgage, whether the ship or the proceeds thereof be 
under arrest of the court or not (Admiralty Court Act, 1861, s. 
11), and in the exercise of its jurisdiction the court will correct 
errors which have been made in respect of registration (Zhe Rose, 
L. R. 4 A. & E. 6), and will enforce equities between the owner 
and mortgagee (Zhe Cathcart, L. R. 1 A. & E. 314). 

Securities which operate by way of charge only are opposed 
both to pawns which depend on delivery of possession and to 
mortgages which depend on transfer of property, and Mr. 
Fisner applies to them the general term ‘“‘hypotiecation.” 
Hypothecation, he says, is a security whereby real or personal 
estate is merely appropriated for the discharge of a debt or en- 
gagement, but which does not pass either an absolute or special 
property in the subject of the security to the creditor, nor any 
right of possession, but only a right of realization by judicial 
process in case of non-payment of the debt; and he divides 
hypothecations into ordinary and maritime (Fisher on Mortgages, 
4th ed., p. 83). As a matter of practice, however, the term 
‘‘hypothecation ” is applied almost exclusively to securities on 
shipping property, and the word “ charge ”’ is used for securities 
of the present nature on other property. In substance a charge 
on property, at any rate when it is created by deed, does not 
seem to differ very much from an equitable mortgage. By 
section 2 (vi.) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, “mortgage,” as 
used in that Act, includes any charge on any property for 
securing money or money’s worth, and accordingly when a 
charge is made by deed it confers the power of sale and the 
other powers specified in section 19. Moreover, it was held by 
Kexewicu, J., in Sadler v. Worley (42 W. R. 476; 1894, 2 Ch. 
170), that a charge created by deed can be enforced by fore- 
closure. Since upon foreclosure the mortgagor is directed to 
convey the legal estate, this seems to imply that a charge carries 
with it the right to a transfer of the property, and it is then 
indistinguishable from an equitable mortgage. The decision in 
Sadler v. Worley, it is to be noticed, depends to some extent on 
the analogy of the remedies allowed to a judgment creditor, and 
it has been held on the words of section 13 of the Judgments 
Act, 1838 (1 & 2 Vict. c. 110), that a judgment creditor is 
entitled to foreclosure (Jones v. Bailey, 17 Beav. 582). This 
being so, it is difficult to refuse the same remedy to a creditor 
who has a charge on the property. But the remedy is con- 
fined to the cases where the charge is created inter vivos, and 
it cannot be used to enforce a charge created by will (Re Owen, 
43 W. R. 55; 1894, 3 Ch. 220). Moreover, it probably applies 
only where the charge is intended to secure a debt due from the 
creator of the charge, and not a sum of money secured other- 
wise than for pecuniary consideration. The allowance of the 
remedy by foreclosure depends on the assumption that the 
debtor has agreed to execute a legal mortgage on request, and 
this assumption can hardly be made where the sum secured is 
charged by way of portion or otherwise under a settlement. 








IS THE CALLING OF A BOOKMAKER LEGAL? 
II. 

In Gallaway v. Maries (8 Q. B. D. 275) the court went a ste 
further. They abolished the requirement of structure, an 
said that as long as the place was sufficiently marked it would 
do. There the bookmaker stood upon a box in an inclosure, 
and made bets with the persons resorting to the inclosure. 
Groves, J., says: ‘‘ Therefore 1 think all the cases shew that a 
‘place’ to be within the statute must be a fixed, ascertained 
place, occupied so far ag peg that people may know there 
18 &@ person who stands in a particular spot indicated by a 
definite mark with whom they may bet.” The language of the 
judges in both these cases is inconsistent with the view that the 
racecourse or enclosure, in which a bookmaker along with 
others of his class does his business, could be deemed to be the 
place used by him. 

The point was in fact raised in Gallaway v. Muries, where 
Grove, J., said: “ Perhaps the inclosure might not of itself be 





a ‘place’ within the Act.” Nevertheless Hawxrs, J., in Reg, 
v. Preedy (17 O. B. N. 8. 433), by way of obiter dictum, held that 
the place need not be a particular spot, but might be a place 
extending over a considerable area of ground; that though 
bound by no defined line it must not be unlimited in extent ; 
that it must be limited to the area occupied by 
the persons congregated together; and that it must 
be such that if the boo er carried on the business 
of betting there he might reasonably be said to be carrying on 
such business in the presence of persons resorting thereto. In 
other words, it is a place within the meaning of the Act 
wherever there is a crowd. This case is unsupported by any 
other authority, and as the decision is obiter dictum the questions 
dealt with in it are still left open. It is true that Hawxuns, J., 
rests his judgment on the authority of Hastwood v. Miller (L. R. 
9 Q. B. 440) and Haigh v. Shefield (10 Q. B. 102). But those 
were cases where the owner or occupier of the inclosure was 
proceeded against under the second part of section 3, as being 
“‘a person who, being the owner or occupier of any house, room, 
office, or other place, knowingly and wilfully permitted the same 
to be opened, kept, or used by another person for the purposes 
aforesaid,” 7.¢., the purposes mentioned in section 1. With 
regard to these cases he says: ‘ These two cases, it is true, 
were cases in which the appellants were charged with 
permitting the use of their premises for illegal betting; but 
they apply equally to charges against those who actually use 
the premises for illegal gaming, for unless there be an actual 
unlawful user by someone there can be no unlawful permission 
to use.” That argument does not appear to be sound, for 
there might be an unlawful user by someone of a particular 
spot in the inclosure which would justify the conviction of the 
owner for permitting the inclosure itself to be used for betting. 
Using the inclosure must include using a part of the inclosure. 

The recent case of Liddell v. Lofthouse, without touching the 
point as to whether a large undefined area can be a “ place” 
within the meaning of the Act, goes a good deal further than 
Bows v. Fenwick and Gallaway v. Maries. There the respondent 
was in the habit of going to a piece of ground for the purpose 
of making a book on horse races. He always stood in a 
particular place between two stays pag wooden 
hoarding. One of the ents used on be of the 
respondent was that a ‘‘ place” must be a defined and enclosed 
space. With regard to that contention Kay, L.J., says: “I 
cannot find anything in the Act requiring the to be defined 
by metes and bounds. my opinion, the fact that the 
expression is not defined in the Act shews that it was intended 
that justices should have a discretion to say whether the ground 
in question was a ‘place’ or not. As it seems to me, if a man 
were to use the ground at the foot of the statue at Charing 
Cross for the —— of habitually betting with persons 
resorting to him there, that, although the space used was 
entirely undefined, would be a ‘place’ within the meaning of 
the statute.” 

A case of M'Inaney v. Aeldreth was remem | argued before 
Cave, J., and Wits, J., which was consid by them to be 
of such importance that they have directed it to be re-argued 
before three judges. The spot occupied by the bookmaker in 
that case was even less defined than that in Liddell v. Lofthouse. 
There was a piece of waste land bounded on all sides by 
buildings or hoardings, open to the public, but inaccessible to 
carts or carriages. The bookmaker stationed himself at a 
particular point near a hoarding. The persons who had 
assembled in the waste ground collected round him, and he 
made bets with them. The istrate held that both the spot 
on which the bookmaker and the waste ground itself 
were ‘‘ places” within the meaning of the Act. 

That case is still sub judice, and upon the decision in it and 


in the appeal from the Ki will no doubt 
depend the conclusion at which we shall have to arrive as to the 
as has been 


legality of the bookmaker’s profession. Th F 
pointed out, attempts were at first made to limit the meaning of 
the word ‘‘ place,” the tend of modern decisions has been 
to remove all restrictions. It is nearly certain that wherever a 
bookmaker chooses to stand upon a fixed which he 
generally finds it to his interest to do, and plies his calling 
there, he is liable to the criminal law. 
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The case of the perambulating bookmaker is not quite so 
clear. It rests upon the remarks of Hawxtns, J.,in Rey. v. 
Preedy. If those remarks are accepted by the court, the book- 
maker will be unable to exercise his calling in any place where 
a crowd of people is congregated. He would hardly choose to 
exercise it where there was no crowd. It is true that he may 
make isolated bets in retired rural spots; and it has been held 
(Reg. v. Brown, 1895, 1 Q. B. 119) that he may conduct his 

ing transactions through the post, because in such a case he 
is not betting with persons resorting to any house, room, office, 
or place which he occupies or uses ; but as soon as there are a 
number of persons round him who are there either for the 
express purpose of betting with him or for any other purpose 
whatsoever, whether the place where he happens to be is a 
building or in the open, whether it be large or small, enclosed 
or unenclosed, and he uses the place for the purpose of betting 
with the persons resorting to it, he is doing an illegal act and 
becomes obnoxious to the law. 

‘The question as to what is a “ user” of a place has been dealt 
with by Hawxins, J. A person “uses” a place for illegal 
betting when he carries on the business of bookmaking there 
and invites persons to bet with him as a bookmaker. Whether 
he does so or not is a question of fact. His wearing a tall, 
painted hat or adopting other singularity of dress, or using a 
placard or flag, or shouting the odds, may be evidence of this. 

Two cases remain to be noticed. Partridye v. Mallandaine 
(18 Q. B. D. 276) end Thwaites v. Coulthwaite (1896, 1 Ch. 496). 
In the former case a firm of bookmakers were held liable to 

y income tax on their profits in respect of a ‘‘ vocation.” 

AN, J., said that the word “ vocation” was not limited to 
a lawful vocation, and that even the fact of a vocation being 
unlawful could not be set up against the demand for income 
tax. Hawerns, J., said: ‘‘ Mere betting is not illegal. It is 
perfectly legal for a man to bet if he likes.” That was what 
was intended in the Act of 1853. A bookmaker may bet in 
private, but if he holds himself out as a professional book- 
maker, and invites persons to bet with him, he does an un- 
lawfal act. In Thwaites v. Coulthwaite, Currty, J., held that a 
partner in a firm of bookmakers was entitled to an account of 
the firm’s profits, on the ground that the business could be 
carried on in a legal manner. He was clearly of opinion that 
if the bookmaker dispensed with the use of the box which 
influenced the decision of the judges in Gallaway v. Maries he 
would be conducting his business ina lawful manner. So far 
the decision is against the opinion advanced, but the point 
cannot be taken to be settled yet. 








LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


Bris ADVANCED.—The Stannaries Bill, the Vexatious Actions 
Bill, the Burglary Bill, and the Larceny Bill have been read a third 
time in the House of Commons. 

,Bit1s Passep Into Law.—On the 7th inst. the Royal assent was 
given to the Finance, the Cabs (London), the Public Offices (Site), 
and the Conciliation (Trade Disputes) Bills, and to a large number 
of private Bills. 








REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 
Chronological Table and Index of the Statutes, Thirteenth 
Edition. To the end of the Session 59 Vict. Sess. 2 (1895). Two 


Volumes. Printed for Her Majesty’s 
Spottiswoode. 


Precedents of Bills of Costs in the Chancery, Queen’s Bench, Pro- 
bate, Divorce, and Admiralty Divisions of the High Court of Justice, 
in ; Arbitrations; Bankruptcy ; Companies Winding up ; the 

s Court, London; the County Courts; the Privy Council ; 
Conveyancing ; Probate and Administration; and on Passing Resi- 
duary and enneies Inland Revenue Accounts. With Scales of 
Allowances and Court Fees; Rules of Court Relating to Costs; 
Directions for Taxing ; and Forms of Affidavits of Increase and of 
Objections to Taxation. By Wir11am Frank SUMMERHAYS and 
THORNTON Toocoop, Solicitors. Seventh Edition, by THornton 
Toosoop, THomas CHARLES SUMMERHAYS, and C. GinBerT BARBER 
(Honours, 1894, &c.), Solicitors. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Stationery Office by Eyre & 


Principles of the Criminal Law.. A Concise Exposition of the 
Nature of Crime, the Various Offences Punishable = the English 
Law, the Law of Criminal Procedure, and the Law of Summary Con- 
victions ; with Tables of Offences, their Punishments and Statutes, 
Tables of Cases, Statutes, &c. By Szymour F. Harnzis, B.C.L., 
M.A. (Oxon). Seventh Edition. By Cartes L. ATrenBoRoUGH, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


Fixtures: Law and Practice. By SIDNEY Wricut, M.A., Barris- 


ter-at-Law, assisted by a Member of the Surveyors’ Institution, 
Frank P. Wilson. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
DISBURSEMENTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,—I observe in your issue of to-day, in commenting on a case 
of professional misconduct, you say, ‘‘ When he had made journeys to 
London on bekalf of different clients he had charged his full dis- 
bursements separately against each client”; and as to this you say 
‘‘ it is equally impossible for a solicitor to justify the making of gain 
out of the duplication of travelling and other disbursements.” 

On this I feel bound to join issue with you, as you are condemning 
what is, I do not hesitate to say, the almost invariable practice of 
country solicitors. It has always seemed to me that travelling 
expenses are put down not as facts, but as the reasonable sum fairly 
chargeable ; and if I arrange my business so that I make journeys to 
London for two clients on the same day, I am entitled to any benefit 
in pocket, and not they. 

Let us see what your view means if carried out logically. 

The holder of a season ticket to London whenever he goes to town 
for a client must in making out his bill work out not the exact fare, 
but a proportion of an annual sum; and the solicitor who stays with 
relatives in town must be careful to remember that no hotel bill is 
charged against his client. 

Is this reasonable, or what any client expects? Iam, of course, 
aware that on taxation strict rules prevail, but that there can be any 
moral wrong I wholly deny. 

Moreover, the principle should be followed out to the bitter end, if 
at all, and therefore the charge for one day’s journey to London 
should be, not the usual £5 ds. or £6 6s., but only half that sum, 
because I have managed to do business for Jones as well as for 
Brown. 

The matter is an important one, and I should be glad to learn the 
views of other solicitors on the subject. Country Soxicrror. 

August 8, 1896. 


[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Ep. 8. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
HOOD BARRS v. HERIOT—No. 1, 5th August. 


Practice—Srcvriry ror Costs or ApPpEAL—APpprEAL AGAINST WRIT OF 
Arracument—R. 8. C., LVIIL, 15. 


The defendant, a married woman, having appealed against an order 
made at chambers directing a writ of attachment to issue against her, the 
plaintiff applied for security for the costs of the appeal, on the ground 
that the defendant had no separate property except property which she 
was restrained from anticipating. Re Strong (34 W. R. 420, 31 Ch. D. 
273) and Whittaker v. Kershaw (38 W. R. 497, 44 Ch. D. 296) were 
referred to. 

Tus Court (Lord Esuex, M.R., and A. L. Surrn and Ricxy, L.JJ.) 
refused the application. 


Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that if special circumstances existed, the court 
could order security for the costs of an appeal to be given. Poverty or 
inability to pay costs had been held to be a special circumstance, and then 
the court must consider whether it would exercise its discretion and order 
security for costs to be given. They had said that if the ——- was 
made too late, they would, in their discretion, refuse to order security, 
though a case of erty was made out. The preseut order was for 
attachment. It affected the liberty of the subject. Assuming special 
circumstances were made out, there was no authority which said that the 
court was obliged to make the order. When the liberty of the appellant 
was in question, or the appellant would be subject to highly penal conse- 
quences, the court would not, as a general rule, order security for the costs 
of an appeal. The case of Re Strong was a high authority fer that view. 
They would therefore, in the exercise of their tion, as the liberty of 
the subject was in question, refuse to make the order. 

A. L. Surru and Riosy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsan, Oswald, Q,0., and 
Bartley Denniss ; Montague Shearman. Soxtcrrons, Hood Barres § Co. ; Rye 
§ Eyre. 





(Reported by W. F. Banuy, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN GONTY AND THE MANCHESTER, 
SHEFFIELD, AND LINCOLNSHIRE RAILWAY C0O.—No. 1, 5th 
August. 


Lanps Cxauses Acts—Costs or Spzcran Casz—Jurispicrion over Costs 
1n Court or Arppzat—Lanps Cravszs Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 18), 8. 
34—Anrnrrration Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 49), ss 7, 20. 


In an arbitration under the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, as to the compul- 
sory taking of lands, the arbitrator stated his award in the form of a special 
case, and the Divisional Court gave judgment for the claimants. The 
Court of — reversed this decision, and gave judgment for the railway 
company. Upon an application by the railway company for the costs of 
the appeal, it was contended on behalf of the claimants that the case was 
goverved by the decision of the Court of Appeal in Holliday v. Mayor, §c., 
of Wakefield (20 Q. B. D. 699), where it was held that the costs of an 
appeal upon a special case were costs incident to the arbitration within 
section 34 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, and were to be borne as therein 
provided, and that the court had no jurisdiction over them. It was con- 
tended on behalf of the railway company that sections 7 and 20 of the 
Arbitration Act, 1889, which was passed subsequent to the decision in 
Holliday’s case, gave the court much wider powers over the costs than 
formerly, section 5 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, under which 
the power to state a special case was given and which was now repealed, 
saying nothing about costs. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., A. L. Smtn and Riery, L.JJ.) said 
that Holliday’s case came before the court under a section which was now 
repealed, and larger powers over costs were now given to the court. 
Holliday’ s case was therefore no longer applicable. They accordingly gave 
the appellants the costs of the appeal.—Counsgt, C. A. Russell and J. E. 
Bankes ; J. Lawson Walton, Q.C., and §. M. Everard. Soxtcrrors, Cunliffes 
$ Davenport, for Lingard-Monk, Manchester; Bower, Cotton, § Bower, for 
Sir Thomas Wright § Son, Leicester. 

LReported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 























































Norfolk, was that the fall in the value of land was tem only, and 
that it would ene attempt to at that time. 
It is necessary, however, to more closely what the duties of the 
trustees were at various periods, and to ascertain whether and in what 
respects there was any failure to discharge those duties. Though the 
same ms are executors and trustees, it will be convenient to consider 
their duties first as executors, and “——- as trustees, as if the same 
persons did not fill both characters. Under such a will as this the duty 
of the executors was simply to call in the testator’s unsecured debts and 
to convert into money so much of his personal estate as wus necessary to 
enable them to pay his funeraland testamentary expenses and his debts 
and pecuniary legacies, and to hand over to the trustees whatever personal 
estate was not wanted for those purposes. No doubt, speaking generally, 
it is the duty of executors to get in debts due to their testator ; but it is 
no of the duty of executors, as such, to realize mortgage securities of 
their testator not wanted for the above-mentioned purposes, and the 
executors were not, as executors, guilty of any devastavit in not realizing 
those securities. The duties of the trustees have to be considered, first, 
with reference to their acceptance of these mortgages from the executors 
in the first instance, and, secondly, with reference to their retention 
of the mortgages up to the present time. As regards the acceptance 
(or in this case the retention) of the mo as part of the trust 
estate at the end, say, of a year from the death of the testator, 
it must be borne in mind that investments on mortgage 
were authorized by the will. The trustees had to consider not 
whether they should invest money in a particular security, but whether 
they ought to get rid of a security of a kind which they were authorized 
to invest money upon. These two considerations are by no means practi- 
cally the same. Gonfining myself at present to the end of a year after 
the testator’s death, what the trustees had then to consider was whether | 
they ought to refuse to keep these mortgages as part of the trust estate. 
Most of the mortgages were for two-thirds of the prices paid for the lands. 
Some were for less. But the retention of such a mortgage is not neces- 
sarily a breach of trust. Having regard to the evidence in this case, I am 
not prepared to hold that there was any breach of trust in not realizing 
the securities by calling in the mortgage debts or by proceeding to sell 
or foreclose in 1881 or 1882. In July, 1881, no one foresaw that the value 
of land would deteriorate more and more, as we now know that it has, and 
to have called in the mortgages at that time would have been to do what 
no competent person would seriously have advised. No witness says that 
the testator’s —— securities were so insecure that the trustees, 
acting with reasonable prudence, ought to have called them in. Banham, 
who was a surveyor and valuer, and gave evidence on behalf of Mr. 
Cozens-Hardy, no doubt, says that if the mortgages had been called in 
shortly after the testator’s death there would have been no loss; but 
that is quite another matter. The chief clerk has found that these mort- 
gages ought to have been got in or realized in July, 1881. I cannot 
adopt that view. The evidence is entirely the other way as to all the im- 
portant mortgages. There may be some doubt about some of the smaller 
ones. But as regards those which are of any importance, it would, in my 
opinion, be wrong to hold that the trustees committed a breach of trust 
in retaining the testator’s mortgages in the first instance as part of the 
trust estate. But the mortgages are still unrealized, and it is now unfor- 
tunately true that, with one or two exceptions, they cannot be realized 
except at a great loss, and the real question is whether the trustees are liable 
for this loss. A mortgage security is unlike an ordinary investment, inas- 
much as it consists of a debt which can be enforced by action, and also 
of a security which can be realized by sale or foreclosure. A trustee of a 
mortgage security is therefore liable for loss sustained by his wilful 
default in not obtaining payment in either of these ways. But a trustee 
is not a surety, nor is he an insurer ; he is only liable for some wrong done 
by himself, and loss of trust money is not per se proof of such wrong. We 
have to deal here with authorized investments, and this must never 
be lost sight of. Bearing this point in mind, and bearing also 
in mind that we have to deal with honest trustees placed in 
great difficulties by the constant fall in value in land, what is it that 
they have done wrong? First, it is said that they ought long ago to have 
called upon the mortgagors for payment. But so long as the land was a 
satisfactory security the trustees committed no breach of duty in not call- 
ing in the money ; and when the land ceased to be a satisfactory security 
the es oR themselves in such difficulties that nothing could be 
got from . Moreover, the mortgagors for the large sums were 
farmers, and could not have = or materially reduced the 44 4 
debts and have kept on their . To have pressed them would have 
been to throw the farms on the hands of the trustees, and this certainly 
would not have been for the benefit of the trust estate. What could the 
trustees have done? They might have given up their securities and have 
proved for their debts; or they might have sold or valued their securities 
aud proved for the difference ; or they might have held aloof and retained 
their securities. The trustees have adopted the last course, not hastily 
nor without consideration and advice, but after advice. Mr. Francis, the 
solicitor, now says it was, in his opinion, the best course Zz. —. — 
Linvuey, L.J., stated the facts, and said :—The trustees did not consult | ken. No ane yh yesh coe ee Sewell oan jhe guilty 
professional surveyors or valuers, but there was nothing in the nature of pe py a ware © ster them liable for the wances of chept- 
the property to make the aesistanice of an expert really necessary. A man | ‘7 °th0 cole they did. ‘Then it is said that the trustees ought to have 
need not be a professional surveyor or valuer to form a trustworthy ccliieet ther coneaied c oh eo? Pensdeecss would have cust neue 
opinion of the vole of ordinary agricultural land, and the law is not so | Gee 1 dhe bencfited ne cas. Yan thats bane hee ana 
of duty inn foe 2 wavie te bog es Reel —- Sg cme mow, oon nothing has been lost. by not foreclosing. On ao elee 

of du not ce from sucha 0 '. . Henry ’ . 

Chapman, the acting trustee, was himself well acquainted with land and | the expenses of Suedomas Save bon meres _ Slasedaien only 
its value, and it is clear that the testator put great value upon his judg- mae dor og mel oe ry hate Sieg . — tor j : ante ter 
ment. I entirely believe what we were told, that for some years after the wall. On’ the oth — a be " mem od it = aan? ae ted 
testator’s death honey Chapman's opinion, and the general opinion in and sell. On the other there ’ 


Re CHAPMAN, COCKS v. CHAPMAN—No. 2, 21st July and 7th August. 


Trustge—Mortcaces or AGRICULTURAL LAND—WILL AUTHORIZING sUCH 
InvestMENTS—Duty To Cat, 1n—Reramntnc Mortcaces—LiAnsitity oF 
Trustee Actinc Hongstty AND WitnHovut Witrut Deravtr. 


This was an a) from a decision of Kekewich, J., who had held -cer- 
tain trustees liable for losses to the trust estate occasioned by the fall 
during recent years in the value of real property. James Chapman, who 
died in July, 1880, by his will appointed his daughter Martha Ann 
Chapman, Henry Chapman, and James Rollinson his executors and 
trustees, and devised and bequeathed to them all his real and personal 
property upon trust for M. A. Chapman for her life, with remainder to 
her children, and in default of issue of M. A. Chapman in trust, as to the 
personal estate, for the children of the testator’s two deceased sisters. The 
executors and trustees were directed to invest upon good real or Govern- 
ment security. Much of the testator’s personal property consisted at the 
date of his death of money lent upon mortgage of agricultural land in 
Norfolk and Suffolk, all of the mortgages having when they were made 
been a sufficient security for the sums advanced upon them respectively. 
Agricultural values were much depressed when the testator died, and the 
trustees thought it best to retain the mortgages, which could have been 
realized only at great sacrifice. James Rollinson died in 1889, and Henry 
Chapman in 1890. In 1892 Mr. Sidney Cozens-Hardy bought a third part 
of the reversionary interest of John , the only child of one of the 
testator’s two sisters already mentioned, and soon after he gave notice to 
Miss er nyo and Henry Chapman’s executors that he should hold them 
responsible for the breach of trust committed by the testator’s trustees in 
not immediately on the testator’s death investing the trust funds in good 
and proper securities, and required them now to take steps to invest the 
same properly and to make good any deficiency. Henry Chapman’s 
executors then took out an originating summons against Miss Chapman 
and Mr, 8. Cozens-Hardy to have it determined whether the testator’s 
trustees had incurred any such liability as was alleged against them. An 
order was made directing inquiries, and on the 3rd of July, 1895, the chief 
clerk certified that the whole of the outstanding mortgages had been im- 
properly allowed to remain outstanding, and ought to have been called in 
within twelve months after the death of the testator. Kekewich, J., 
afterwards decided that section 4 of the Trustee Act Amendment Act, 
1894, had no retrospective operation, and that therefore Miss Chapman and 
Henry Chapman’s executors were jointly and severally liable to make good 
the deficiency. Miss Chapmanappealed. At first she did not seek to vary 
the chief clerk’s certificate, but during the hearing of her appeal the court 
suggested that it was necessary for her to do this, and gave her leave to 
issue a summons to vary. Henry Chapman’s executors, the plaintiffs, 
then issued a similar summons, and also appealed from the decision of 
Kekewich, J. 
Tx Courr (Lixpiey, Lorrs, and Rieny, L.JJ.) reserved judgment 
on the 21st of July, and on the 7th of August allowed both appeals. 











s 
B) 
4 














EEO SW 


__716 ' THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Aug. 15, 1896. 








clear that, unless the mortgage property had been sold whilst the securities 
were good, sales, even if effected at all, would have resulted in serious loss. 
There is no rule of law which compels the court to hold that an honest 
trustee is liable to make good loss sustained by retaining an authorized 
security in a falling market, if he did so honestly and prudently in the 
belief that it was the best course to take in the interest of all parties. 
Trustees acting honestly, with ordinary prudence and within the limits of 
their.trust, are not liable for mere‘errors of judgment. Any loss sustained 
by the trust estate under such circumstances falls upon and must be borne 
by the owners of the property—i.e., the cestwis que trustent—and cannot be 
thrown by them on their trustees who have done no wrong, though the 
result may prove that they possibly might have done better: Whitley v. 
Learoyd (12 App. Cas. 727, 33 Ch. D. 347), is a clear authority to this 
effect. ‘Thecasé is an important one, not only to the trustees of this par- 
ticular will, but to trustees of mortgages generally. Owing to the great 
fall in the value of agricultural land trustees of mortgage securities have 
been placed in a position of great difficulty. To throw on the trustees 
the loss sustained by the fall in value of securities authorized by the trust, 
wilful default, which includes wantof ordinary prudence on the part of 
the trustees, must be proved; but it is not proved in this case. In my 
opinion wilful default is disproved in all the important cases, and is not 
proved in the doubtful ones. The appeal must be allowed. 

Lorzs and Ricry, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect.— 
Counset, Swinfen Eady, QC., and EF. C. Macnaghten; Warrington, Q.C., 
and Gatey ; Warmington, Q.C , and Micklem. Soutcrtors, Collyer-Bristow, 
Russsli, Hill, § Co., tor J. O. Taylor, Norwich; H. A. Maude, for Francis § 
Back, Norwich ; Waterhouse, Winterbotham, § Harrison. 


| Reported by R. C. Mackenzie, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
NEWTON v. AMALGAMATED MUSICIANS’ UNION—Chitty, J., 6th 
August. 
Trave Unton—Pvusiication oF Brack List—Matrice—Insuncrion. 


This was a motion by the plaintiff, who earned his living by playing 
in orchestras, for an interim injunction to restrain the defendants, the 
above trade union, its secretary, and executive committee, from publish- 
ing in the union’s report any black list containing the plaintiff’s name, 
and from otherwise acting with intent to or so as to injure the plaintiff in 
his business, or deprive him of his employment, or to prevent him from 
obtaining employment, or to hold him up to odium and contempt. It 
was stated that the plaintiff in April, 1896, heard that his name was 
published in the union’s black list, and he subsequently ascertained that 
it had been so published in each monthly report of the union since and 
including that of November, 1895. He stated that he had never been a 
member of the union, and that the object and intention of publishing his 
name in the black list was to injure him and make him a marked man. 
The report containing the black list was marked strictly private, and 
forthe use of members only. The black list was prefaced by a statement 
that ‘‘ the following musicians have been expelled for assisting the 
theatrical manager therein named in his endeavour to crush the union. 
Please make a mark against their names, so that if you meet them you 
will remember the reason of their expulsion.’’? The defendants stated 
that the plaintiff had been a member of the union, and that the publica- 
tion of an e: d member’s name in the black list was the only sure 
way of bringing the fact of bis expulsion before the members of the 

, and that such publication was absolutely devoid of any malicious 
intention. 

Currry, J., said that the objects of the union were to protect the 
interests of musicians, including thore of musicians playing in orchestras, 
and to prevent them from being paid what the union considered to be in- 
adequate salaries. Its objects, eo far as the case before him was concerned, 
were lawful. But it was not allowable for persons to pursue lawful objects 
by unlawful means. In his lordship’s opinion the principle according to 
which interim injunctions should be granted or refused in cases like the 
present was to be found in the judgments of the Appeal Court in Bonnard 
v. Perryman (39 W. R. 435; 1891, 2 Ch. 269). It was there stated that the 
exercise of this jurisdiction was discretionary, and that an interlocutory 
injunction ought not to be granted except in the clearest cases, when any 
jury would say that the matter complained of was libellous, and when, if 
the jury did not so find, the court would set aside the verdict as unreason- 
able ; citing Lord Esher, M.R., in Coulson v. Coulson (3 Times L. R. 846). 
That proposition was further maintained by the Cour’ of Appeal in Mouson 
v. Tussauds (1894, 1 Q. B. 671), and was not affected by Trollope v. London 
Building Trades Federation (72 L. T. 342, 43 W. BR. Dig. 95), where 
Kekewich, J., applying the judgment of Lord Field in Mogul Steamship Co. 
v. Macgregor, Gow, § Co. (40 W. R. 337; 1892, A. C. 25, pp. 51, 52) granted 
an injunction on the ground of malice, and the Court of Appeal would not 
in’ with his order. His lordship therefore, before he granted an 
interim injunction, ought to be satisfied that if the jury gave a verdict in 
this case against the plaintiff it would be necessarily set aside as un- 
reasonable. Amongst the issues of fact raised was one whether the plain- 
tiff ever was a member of the defendant union. That issue must be tried 
on better materials than those now before the court. But his lordship 
thought that the evidence on this point for the purposes of the 
motion was in favour of the plaintiff having been a member. It 
was also established by the evidence for the purposes of the motion 
that the object of the defendant union was to give information 
to their own members. The defendants altogether denied malice. It 
was said by the plaintiff that, although the defendants might be within 
their rights in giving information to members for the protection of the 








interests of the union, yet what they had done was in excess of their 
rights, and that their sinister motive was plain and obvious, and their 
malice apparent, because they had placed the plaintiff’s name in a black 
list and continued to publish it there for many months. The union’s case 


was that the plaintiff had been expelled because he, in violation of the- 


union’s rules, had refused to come out on strike when the executive had 
ordered the members of the union to strike. There was unquestionably 
evidence of malice. But, in his lordship’s opinion, the question of malice 
was one which should be submitted to a jury before an injunction should 
be granted. The difficulty of imperfect information was present here, 
and the observations of the Court of Appeal in Trollope’s case applied. In 
the present case he had arrived at the conclusion that he ought not to 
interfere by granting an interim injunction. It would be useless now to 
pronounce any opinion on the many points taken on behalf of the plain- 
tiff, and his lordship left them free and unaffected. He assented to the 
plaintiff’s statement that most men would object to being placed in a 
black list. The point, however, was especially one for a jury, who 
would be able to put a proper meaning on the term “black list.’’ He 
would have been better pleased if the defendants had consented to with- 
draw the plaintiff’s name from the black list after it had been on for so 
long atime. This the defendants had declined to do, and he could not 
make their refusal in this respect a ground for granting an interim injunc- 
tion. Whether this was malicious conduct or not was also a proper ques- 
tion for a jury. He therefore refused the motion.—CovunseL, Butcher ; 
Byrne, Q.C., and Methold. Souticrtors, Vincent § Vincent, for North § Sons, 
Leeds ; Dangerfield, Blythe, § Co. 


[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re HERBAGE RENTS CHARITY, GREENWICH—Stirling, J., 15th, 16th 
April; 5th August. 
RENT-CHARGE—TENANT FOR YEARS—PeRsoNAL Laanrirry—CHARITABLE 
Trusts (Recovery) Act, 1891 (54 Vicr. c, 17). 


This was a summons taken out by the Charity Commissioners under the 
Act 54 Vict. c. 17, asking for a declaration that a freehold house at 
Blackheath, occupied by the defendant, was subject to the payment of a 
perpetual rent-charge of £3 for the benefit of the above-named charity, 
which was regulated by a scheme of the Charity Commissioners, dated 
the 16th of January, 1877, that an account might be taken of what was 
due for arrears in respect of the said rent-charge, and that the defendant 
might be ordered to pay what was found due to the official trustees of 
charitable funds. The house in question formed part of the possessions 
of the Crown, and was occupied by the defendant under a lease for 
twenty-one years, commencing from the 10th of October, 1886, at a rent 
of £150. The house was occupied as a private house, and the defendant 
received no profits from his occupation. The Crown admitting that the 
property was subject to the rent-charge, the lessee was made the sole 
defendant to the summons. It did not appear in whom the rent-charge 
was legally vested, but it was not disputed that the proceedings were 
properly instituted under the Act, and that the house was liable. 

Srirtinc, J.—It isnot disputed that the legal owner might have dis- 
trained, and if the rent-charge had been vested in trustees for the charity 
these trustees might have distrained. The question is whether the 
respondent is personally liable for the payment of the arrears. In w/ 
jndgment the question cannot be decided simply on considerations tu’ .- 
ing on the liability of the respondent to have his goods taken in distraint. 
The respondent’s liability is urged on two grounds, first, that under the 
present law the occupier of land subject to a rent-charge is liable to an 
action for debt in respect of arrears of the rent-charge; secondly, that, 
even if that were not so inthe case of rent-charges generally, there was in 
the case of a charitable rent-charge a personal duty to pay which might 
be enforced by the Attorney-General, and under the statute 54 Vict. c. 17 
by the Charity Commissioners. The question being one of personal 
liability, I do not concern myself with the legal remedy by distress of 
goods found on the land charged or the equitable remedy against the 
land itself, as illustrated ina series of cases of which Cupit v. Jackson 
(13 Price 721), and Hambro v. Hambro (43 W. R.92; 1894, 2 Ch. 564) may 
be taken as examples. As regards the first question the leading authority 
is Thomas v. Sylvester (21 W. R. 912, L. R. 8 Q. B. 368) which was 
followed and approved by the Court of Appeal in Christie v. Barker (53 
L. J. Q. B. 537, 33 W. R. Dig. 217), where it was held that the action 
of debt would lie against the owner and occupier of a portion only of the 
lands subject to the rent-charge. In the case of Re Blackburn and District 
Benefit Building Society (38 W. R. 178, 42 Ch. D. 343) it was explained by 
the Court of Appeal that a rent-charge did not in itself constitute a debt, 
though an action for debt lay. We then come tothe cases of Swift v. 
Kelly (24 L. R. Ir. 107 and 478)'and Odlum v. Thompson (31 L, BR. Ir. 116), 
where the Vice-Chancellor of Ireland held the owner of the rent-charge 
only entitled to the amount of the profits received by the owner of the 
land. Butin arecent case Collins, J., has held that the owner of a rent- 
chargeisentitled torecover whether the defendant in possession hasor has not 
received profits. The fact, therefore, that the respondent has received no 
profit from his occupation is no answer to the claims made against him. 
In all these cases, however, the action was brought against the owner, and 
the question whether a tenant for years is liable is one to which I 
have been able to find no answer, and I am compelled, therefore, to con- 
sider the law as established by the old authorities. From Lyttelton, sec- 
tions 233 and 238, it ap that against the person there designated as 


the tenant, the owner of the rent-charge might, by assize of novel disseisin, 
recover not only seisin but the arrears of the rent-charge and damages; 
and a form of judgment to this effect is found in Rastwell’s Entries, p. 
786. Is the ‘‘ tenant’’ the tenant of the freehold or the tenant for years ? 
That may be gacertaiied by discussing who was the proper defendant to 
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an assize of novel disseisin fornon-payment of rent. [His lordship then 
referred to Brediman’s case, Coke’s Reports, p. 56b, s Reports, fol. 
31, placitum 216), Ognell’s case (4 Coke. 49), Lillingstone’s case (7 Coke 38a, 
Burton’s Compendium, 8thed., p. 270), Lambert v. Austion (Cro. Eliz. 332) 
more fully reported in Owen’s Reports, p. 117, Bingham and Parkhurst’s 
case (Littleton’s Reports, p. 93), and Dunich v. Smith (Aleyne’s Reports, p. 
62), and continued :—] Such is the etate of the authorities, and in my 
judgment the tenant for years is not liable except under special circum- 
stances, asin the case in Dyer. I now come to the second point. [His 
lordship, after referring to Attorney-General v. Bolton (3 Armstrong 820), 
Attorney-General v. Gascoigne (2 My. & K. 647), Attorney-General v. Jackson 
(10 Ves. 365), and Attorney-General v. Naylor (12 W. R. 192, 1 H. & M. 
809), continued:—] These suits were directed against the ¢erre tenant, 
and in no case has a suit been directed against a mere tenant for years. 
In Parishioners of Woodford v. Parker,in Duke’s Charitable Uses, p. 70, the 
remedy by distress is spoken of ; but only against the derre tenant or tenant of 
the freehold, and there are several passages in Duke to the like effect. I 
have considered them all, and they only amount to this, that where a 
legal rent-charge has been created for charitable purposes the Attorney- 
General may, in equity, enforce payment against the persons liable to pay 
it, even though the legal title may not be clear. I come, therefore, to 
the conclusion that the tenent for years is not liable, and the summons 
must be dismissed. Summons dismissed.—Counset, Vaughan Hawkins ; 
Ingle Joyce. Soxtcrrors, Clabon ; Ingle, Holmes, & Son. 
[Reported by J. I. Srrzuixe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 


SMITH v. THE ENGLISH AND SCOTTISH MERCANTILE INVESTMENT 
TRUST (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 5th August. 


CompANY—DEBENTURES—FLOATING CHARGE—PRIORITY. 


In this case a question was raised on an inquiry in a debenture-holder’s 
action as to which of two securities issued by the above-named company 
was entitled to priority. By a deed dated in 1890, after reciting that the 
company had determined to issue a debenture stock to be constituted and 
secured in manner thereinafter provided, it was. agreed and declared that 
the company would, as and when the debenture stock ought to be paid 
off, pay to the several persons registered as holders of debenture stock 
the full nominal amount of the stock held by them respectively, and the 
company thereby charged with the payment of the debenture stock and 
interest its undertaking and all its property whatsoever and wheresoever, 
both present and future, and declared that the trustees should, as and 
when the securities should become enforceable, be at liberty to enforce the 
charge in such manner as they should think expedient, and it was agreed 
that the security should become enforceable if an effective resolution for 
winding up the company should be passed, or if the company should 
commit any breach of the obligation by the said indenture imposed on it, 
as well as in other events therein mentioned, and the moneys realized 
after the payment of costs were to be applied in payment of the debenture 
stock holders pari passu. Onthe 10th of December, 1891, the company 
issued to other persons a debenture under the company’s seal, purporting 
to be a first mortgage debenture, whereby the company charged its under- 
taking and all its property, whatsoever and wheresoever, both present and 
future, including uncalled capital for the time being, with the payment 
of a principal sum and interest. The question was as to the priorities of 
the debenture stockholders and the holders of debentures. Both 
securities purported to be first charges. 

VaucHan Wit.1aMs, J., directed that in answering the inquiry it was to 
be found that as between the holders of debenture stock and the holders 
of debentures the former were entitled to priority. He sawnothing on the 
face of the securities to shew that it was the intention of the company that 
the floating charge last in date should have priority.—Counset, Martelli ; 
Whinney; Kirby. Soxscrrors, W. K. Crump § Son ; Ashurst, Morris, § Co. ; 
Slaughter § May. 

{Reported by V. pr 8S. Fowks, Barrister-at-Law. j 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re ISAAC BUGG COAKS, A SOLICITOR, Ex parte THE INCORPORATED 
LAW SsOCIETY—Q. B. D., 5th August. 


In delivering judgment in this case, 

Lord Russett or Krrtowen said :—In this case the Statutory Committee 
of the Incorporated Law Society on the 10th of July, 1896, have made a 
long and elaborate report, in which they find that a certain number of 
allegations of grave professional misconduct have been proved to their 
satisfaction, acts of professional misconduct operating over a considerable 
period of time; and itis now the duty of the court to consider, first, 
whether those findings are in fact supported by the materials brought 
before the court and referred to in the report itself, and if they are so 
supported what is the judgment which the court ought to pass in the 
exercise of its punitive jurisdiction, which it in the interest of 
the public and in the interest of an honourable profession. The outline 
of the story presented to us, which I will state before coming to the con- 
sideration of the specific charges, is this. On the 16th of July, 1870, a 
petition in bankruptcy was presented against a well-known banking firm, 
which was known as the Crown Bank, and in which the principal person 
was Sir Robert Harvey — Harveys & Hudson’s Bank. Within three 
days of the presentation of that petition in bankruptcy followed the death 





of Sir Robert Harvey. He made a will, and his executor was one Hill. 
Soon after, under circumstances which I may have occasion to advert to 
presently, one Bailey, a solicitor, was appointed the trustee. A committee 
of inspection was appointed, and the t whose conduct we are 
here considering was appointed the so r. There were certain suits 
to which it is not necessary I should advert in detail, which related, among 
other matters, to the administration of the private estate of Sir Robert 
Harvey, and in which also the respondent acted as solicitor. In 1881 Hill, 
the executor, died; in 1883 Bailey, the trustee, died, and in January, 
1884, a new trustee in the person of Mr. Gould was appointed. In 1892 
a discharged clerk of the respondent, in December, wrote a letter to the 
respondent which has been furnished to us, and which we have con- 
sidered with all the other documénts in the case, in which he mad 

certain grave charges against his late employer, afterwards made with 
greater circumstance and greater detail to Mr. Gould, the trustee. Upon 
Mr. Gould succeeding to the trusteeship in January of 1884 he made this 


discovery. It is stated in ph 15 of the report, upon going into the 
affairs of Harveys & Hudson’s bankruptcy, he observed that, although 
no steps had been taken to close the bankruptcy, the t had 


respondent’ 

made and had been allowed charges in anticipation of that event. He 
therefore claimed a return of the money which had been so allowed, and 
upon the 24th of December, 1887, the ——s repaid him £219 1s. 10d. 
upon that account. Apparently Mr. Gould discovered nothing more 
until after the letter of the discharged servant of the respondent, but 
before the facts of that disc servant were communicated to the 
trustee the respondent himself took some steps. I hardly know how to 
describe them, whether to describe them as honest steps towards making 
restitution, or steps to render less harmful the accusations put forward 
Clarke if they should come to the knowledge of the trustee, Mr. Gould. 
However, after that communication to the respondent by his discharged 
servant, the respondent makes certain disclosures, and on the basis of 
those disclosures offers to return, and does return, the moneys that I will, 
poy mention ; and finally, in this the earlier stage of the story, in 

893 makes a statutory declaration, stating that the moneys that he so 
returns in fact represent all the claims properly to be made i 
in respect of sums improperly charged or ey appro In 
February, 1893, he makes a further payment to trustee amounting to 
£523 19s. 8d. Some time passes, and in Fe' , 1894, the trustee, by 
the direction of the Board of Trade, instruc the respondent to 
examined before the registrar, and that examination took o 


F 


26th of July, 1893. On that occasion the respondent made the admission 
that he had received £122 19s. 6d., which he had received from the estate 
as costs, though he had already been paid them, received them from 


and 
third parties. He stated that he had also discovered 
cash account amounting to £64 6s. 6d., making a total of £187 6s., 
which in February, 1894, he offered to refund. On the o 
March, 1894, the trustee issued his writ in Chancery, and as the 
result of that p , and after putting in his defence, the 
respondent, without waiting for any order of the court, Mr. 
the furthersum of £15,190 15s. 3d. in t of matters as 
acknowledged his liability. It is to be o that 
£6,500 is represented by his liability in respect of a 
subject matter of the report of the Statutory Committee of 
porated Law Society, and that of the balance by far the greate’ 
represented by profits which he made and for which he was 
account in respect of purchases which he, being in a fiduciary 
in relation to the estate, had made u the realization of that 
But the trustee has not accepted that sum as representing the 
measure of liability of the mdent, and the accounts in that matter are 
unclosed and are still saseanting. This, then, is an outline of the facts of 
the case, and I now proceed to consider the definite charges that are made, 
and to consider them in relation to the two points which I mentioned— 
namely, whether they are made out in fact, and if made out in fact, what 
ought to be the consequent judgment of this court. The first charge is 
this: ‘* That the respondent, solicitor to the trustee in bankru’ 
of Messrs. Harveys & Hudson’s Bank at Norwich, fraudulently en 
into a secret ar: ent or ip with such trustee, who was 
himself a solicitor, that the profits arising from the solicitorship and 
trusteeship should be divided between them, as was in fact done.’’ The 
facts are simple. It is clear upon the statements of fact in this maRet, 
corroborated by the statement of the respondent himself, each of which 
I have read—I mean his written communication to the trustee; his 
categorical answers upon certain points of accusations made — him ; 
and, finally, his answers before the Statutory Committee. he facts are 
clear. He and the trustee, Bailey, concerted, each using his influence 
for the other, that one should be appointed the trustee and that the other 
should be appointed the solicitor, and that they should share in equal 
moieties in whatever was made out of the estate either in respect of 
solicitor’s rf in t of jemand age peeps _ Is it a, 
necessary to upon gross ety of such an arrangemen’ 
It needs only a momentary consideration of the duties which these persons 
respectively owed to the estate which they were engaged in administering, 
aye, and in the duties which they owed in respect of check and supervision 
one upon the other. The duty of the trustee was to realize the estate to 
the best advantage and as economically as it could be administered. The 
duty of the solicitor was to carry on, under the direction and control of the 
trustee and committee of inspection, such legal proceedings as the circum- 
stances of the case required, and not to involve the estate in uan 
costs. They further agree that Hill, executor of Sir Robert Harvey’s will , 
and formerly manager of the bank when a going concern, should assist in 
the administration of this estate. It may have been a proper thing that 
the services of Hill should have been ; but if it were a proper 
thing in the interests of the creditors interested in the estate 
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that his services should be called into requisition, then the remuneration 
for those services should come from the estate and from the estate only. 
Instead of that, we find this extraordinary state of things, that the two 
persons, the trustee and the solicitor, between them agree to pay him fora 
certain definite period a salary for continuing to act with them, and it is not 
too much to say under their directions. Following this scheme, charge- 
sheets used by the respondent in his office for distribution among his 
partners and his clerks, and upon which notes are daily to be made of the 
professional work that they do, were furnished to this trustee ; and the 
committee found that there were paid out of the estate not inconsiderable 
sums in the aggregate in respect of charges supposed to be legal pro- 
fessional charges, but which, in fact, represented work done by the 
trustee, and which wero things that ought to have been done by the 
trustee in his character as trustee, and not legal professional charges at 
all. The result of this arrangement was that there was a division between 
these two persons under the agreement which they made—and to which I 
need not refer, because it is admitted—of very large sums of money; an 
arrangement, indeed, by which, said the learned counsel who so ably 
represented the respondent before us, the trustee was the greater 
gainer as events turned out, but we cannot lose sight of the fact 
that one part of the arrangement was that each of these two persons 
concerting together for their own sordid purposes was lending his 
services to the other for securing a position which each ultimately 
obtained. Two things have been said about this. It is said that it 
was not until the statute of 1883 that the Legislature had made 
this thing an illegalthing. That is true, but I do not hesitate to say that 
it is my strong and clear opinion that no court would give effect to such an 
agreement if it came before it, on the ground that such an agree- 
ment is contrary to public policy, and is, as this case amply demonstrates, 
likely to lead to the commission of the most grave irregularities ; but 
whether a court would so treat it or not—I have a strong belief that a 
court would so treat it—but whether the court would or would not so 
treat it, no one can doubt that it was very grave professional misconduct 
such as no self-respecting solicitor would suffer himself to be a party to. 
It is also said that a similar arrangement had been entered into by the 
rame respondent with some other persons similarly placed to Mr. Bailey, 
the trustee in this case. Well, I have two answers to make to that obser- 
vation. We do not know, and I do not desire to pass judgment on the 
conduct of anyone not before this court, the circumstances of that case, 
whether there was exhaustive and full disclosure to all concerned of the 
arrangement that had been made; but if that is not so, and if the circum- 
stances of the case alluded to were like the circumstances of this, it was 
equally dishonourable, equally reprehensible, and I say that whoever were 
the to that arrangement. The committee find, andI think were 
j in finding, thaton the failure ofthe bank and the death of Sir 
Harvey the respondent, with the assistance of Mr. Bailey and by 

means of the election of Mr. Bailey as trustee in the bankruptcy and the 
appointment of himself as solicitor to the trustee, and by his practically 
acting as solicitor for plaintiff and defendant in each of the Chancery 
actions, secured complete control of the proceedings in bankruptcy and in 
the Court of Chancery for the liquidation of the assets, and that the result 
of this was that all possible means of checking any action the respondent 
rs take were removed. Finally, they came to the conclusion that where, 
as in the present case, the arrangement was kept secret, was concealed 
from the court, concealed from the committee of inspection, concealed 
from the creditors, that its existence constitutes gross professional mis- 
conduct. The second charge is this: ‘‘That, in furtherance of the 
arrangement with the trustee and in order to increase his bills of costs, the 
respondent fraudulently made charges and obtained payment for work 
done by the trustee as such as if done by himself as solicitor.” I have 
pire | adverted to his supply of these sheets to Bailey, the trustee. The 
committee find that the respondent informed them that besides the action 
of Bailey and Bright, to which Bailey attended, and which is the only 
action referred to in the charge-sheets, that Bailey helped him in other 
actions and left it to the respondent to make proper charges. He ad- 
mitted that about one-third of the charges allowed in respect of Bailey’s 
entries were, in his opinion, improperly allowed as being trustee’s work 
and not solicitor’s work, but contended that for these the taxing master 
was responsible. That is not a plea that can be for one instant listened 
to. The finding, therefore, in relation to this charge is that the respon- 
dent, in the way that I have mentioned, being in partnership with Bailey, 
arranged that he should assist him, and he provided him with charge- 
sheets ; that he adopted Bailey’s entries as his own ; and that some of the 
entries were with his knowledge and under his directions embodied in 
the mdent’s bill of costs carried in for taxation, and the charges for 
them allowed ; and that many of these entries represented work which 
ought to have been done by Bailey as trustee. In other words, that he 
c= as for professional work done for things that were not done by 
at all, but were done by Bailey, and ought to have been done by 
Bailey as trustee, and therefore covered by such remuneration as he 
received as trustee. The ccnclusion, however, that the committee in this 
— arrive at is, though they do not qualify the finding of fact to 
which I have adverted, that as regards some of these charges so made for 
things done by Bailey, they were incorporated and included in the bill of 
coste furnished by the respondent and paid without his being aware that 
some of them were so included.’”’ The third charge is this: ‘“‘ That in the 
course of the liquidation the respondent received and appropriated to his 
own use various sums of money Sanasher either to the creditors in bank- 
ruptcy or to the estate of the late Sir Robert Harvey.”” This is a matter 
as to which the court is, and always must be, vigilant.- It isa matter of 
the first consequence that it should be known that when a professional 
man, standing in a fiduciary position, receives money belonging to any- 





pody else that it is his duty, after making such reasonable professional | persons, to the respondent. Now, what does he say when his attention js 


charge as the circumstances justify, promptly to find out the person to 
whom the money belongs, and to pay that money to the person to whom 
it belongs. That disclosure in this case certainly comes as an asto 
revelation tome. I have never heard a course of proceeding upon the 
of a professional man avowed as it is avowed here, accompanied 
y some attempt to justify it on the ground that it has been a 
practice long followed, and a practice which he began apparently from the 
earlier partnership in which he himself was a member. ‘The practice 
is this, that when there appear larger balances in the ledger shewing 
the receipt of dividends, or interest, or moneys belonging to persons 
other than the respondent himself, that, instead of seeking out and 
paying to the persons entitled to those balances the moneys in the hands 
of the respondent, they are continued there from year to year for a 
certain number of years; that when a certain number of years pass, as 
regards any inconsiderable items it is a standing direction to the clerks in 
the establishment of the respondent they are to be transferred to the 
“*T. B. C.”’ ledger, and that as regards more considerable items they are 
so transferred under his directions given from time totime What does 
this mean? What is the practical result of it? The practical result of it 
is that those balances are in that way treated as being part of the property 
and going to the account of the respondent himself. It is quite true, as 
the respondent stated in his examination, and as the learned counsel 
urged on his behalf, that the fact of those mere transferred entries would 
in no wise affect the legal responsibility of the respondent. That is quite 
true. But the fact of dealing with them in that way does interpose 
difficulty in the way of the recovery by the persons who are justly entitled 
to them. And, as I have pointed out, it is the duty of the solicitor who 
has in his hands moneys which in his hands, occupying a fiduciary 
position, are trust moneys, to discharge his trust by payment, subject to 
any proper professional charges, as speedily as may be when those moneys 
come to his hands. Now I will examine one, two, or three of the cases 
which come under this head. The first is this: As far back as the Ist of 
January, 1874, the respondent received from the stockbrokers, Partridge 
& Greenfield, a sum of £186 4s. 3d., which represented the proceeds of 
sale of certain Quebrada shares which belonged either wholly or partly to 
the trustee in Harveys & Hudson’s bankruptcy. This is one of the matters 
referred to in an explanatory letter which the respondent wrote to Mr. 
Gould. Here is his explanation : ‘‘ On lookinginto this matter I find that 
on the 1st of January,'1874, I received from Messrs. Partridge & Green- 
field for the sale of Quebrada shares the sum of £186 4s. 3d., and that 
there was a good deal of litigation in connection with the recovery of 
these shares. I find, too, that the certificates of these shares were de- 
posited by Clarke with Harveys & Hudson as security for the debt owing 
to them, but as the shares were not transferred and remained on the 
register in Clarke’s name the trustee under Harveys & Hudson’s bank- 
ruptcy could not make a title to them. Clarke became bankrupt prior to 
the sale of shares, and it was agreed in writing between the trustee under 
Clarke’s bankruptcy, Mr. Viney, and the trustee under Harveys & 
Hudson’s bankruptcy that the proceeds of sale of the shares should be 
equally divided between the two estates, and on this footing Mr. Viney 
transferred the shares to the purchaser, so that £93 2s. 1d. of the amount 
is due to Harveys & Hudson’s estate, and £93 2s. 1d. is due to Clarke’s 
trustee, to whom I will send cheque for the amount.” That is to say, the 
money received in 1874 has lain in the hands of the respondent from that 
time until 1893, when the explanatory letter which I have read was 
written, and what in the meanwhile had been done with it is a matter of 
book entry, and not as a matter of book entry merely, because the respon- 
dent held the money, used the money, and treated the money as his own. 
He receives the money in 1874; it ap among his ledger balances con- 
tinuously from 1874.to 1886. No claim made by the trustee of Harveys & 
Hudson, no claim made by Mr. Viney, the trustee in the bankruptcy of 
Clarke—whether either knew of it does not appear, but probably neither 
did—and so it remained till 1886, when it was transferred to what has been 
called the ‘‘ I. B. C.”’ ledger, or, in other words, to the private account of 
the respondent; so that it was swept at that moment into that net. No- 
body can doubt it would have remained there, and no restitution attempted 
to be made of it, if it were not for the disclosure made in 1892-3 by the 
servant of the respondent. In relation to this the statement of the 
respondent was that as a rule he indicated what items were to be trans- 
ferred from the half-yearly ledger balances into the ‘I. B. C.” ledger; 
but that small sums were transferred without his direction, and that the 
“*T. B. C.’’ ledger included everything that was not strictly legal work, 
such as unclaimed dividends, by which the respondent explained that he 
meant moneys which he held as solicitor for various trustees in bank- 
ruptcy under the old practice, and profits on sale of shares ; and that the 
cashier would transfer to the ‘I. B. ©.’ ledger of his own motion eny- 
thing, say, under £20 which remained in the ledger for some years, but 
that he would not transfer larger sums without the direction of the respon- 
dent. It is to be noticed in passing that when that transfer to the 
‘I. B.C.” ledger wa; made, namely in 1886, the trustee of Harveys & 
Hudson was dead. The next item is a sum of £284 16s. 2d., which on the 
22nd of March, 1878, the respondent received from the bankers, Barnett, 
Hoare, & Co. These bankers wrote this honourable and straightforward 
and proper letter to the respondent: ‘4th March, 1878. As you 
are probably aware, after the suspension of the Crown Bank we 
collected sundry coupons, which we held according to instructions at 
the disposal of the owners. On looking at the account we 
some were never bg ee for. Should you be able to inform any parties 
interested we shall be glad to pay over to them the amounts, as we are 
anxious to close the account. We enclose you a list.’”” A list is inclosed 
amounting to £284 16s. 2d., and compri the names of some ten or 
eleven people. The/money is ultimately paid over, for distribution to these 
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called to this? Again, in the explanatory letter to Mr. Gould, he says: 
“‘ The first intimation I had of these coupons being outstanding was eight 
years after the stoppage of the bank by the following letter from Mesers. 
Barnett, Hoare, & Uo.’’ (That is the letter to which I have adverted of 
the 4th of March, 1878.) ‘*‘ I communicated with the several parties at the 
time with the following result. Mr. Thomas Carter saw me on the 11th 
of July, 1878, and he stated that he had not included these coupons in his 
proof debt under Harveys & Hudson’s bankruptcy, but as he only claimed 
£18 11s. 2d. I paid him that sum in settlement of the two items £1 4s. 7d. 
and £30 19s. 6a., together £32 4s. 1d., and as no one can claim the differ- 
ence, £13 12s. 1ld., I propose paying it to you, representing Harveys & 
Hudson’s estate.’’ That is to say, this proposition is made in 1893, the 
moneys having been received in 1878, fifteen years before. ‘Then again, 
“Mrs. M. A. Carter,’’ whose name is in the list, ‘‘ who was entitled to 
the three items of £12 5s. 10d., £50 18s. 9d., and £100, proved for these 
items under the bankruptcy and received 14s. 33d. in the £ on them, 
amounting to £116 12s. 10d., leaving £46 11s. 9d. payable to her. and this 
sum I paid to Mrs. Carter on the 18th of December, 1880, in settlement of 
herclaim. The difference, £116 12s. 10d., therefore belongs to Harveys 
& Hudson’s estate.’’ Yes, but he bad received it in 1878, and if 1t be- 
longed to Harveys & Hudson’s estate in 1893 it belonged to Harveys & 
Hudson’s estate in 1878. I need not go through the other items, making 
up upon his own statement the amount of £159 0s. 7d., and that 
£284 16s. 2d. which had lain in his hands all this time. How was this 
treated? Just as the other items to which I have referred were treated : 
it appeared as balance in the ledger for some years, and finally, cn the 
30th of June, 1882, that is to say, four years after the money was received, 
was transferred to the ‘I. B. C.’’ ledger account. There is one other 
case also to which I do not think it necessary to refer in detail, the 
Atlantic and St. Lawrence stock, which was realized by Messrs. Partridge 
& Greenfield and was made up of two items, namely, £150 of deferred 
stock and back interest £60. The money is sent by Partridge & Green- 
field, the brokers, to the respondent, and he makes this statement, and I 
am not surprised that the committee found themselves unable to accept it 
as true. He says that when the money came to hand it was entered by 
kim in his rough cashbook on a leaf which was subsequently torn out, 
and from it into the general cashbook and ledger on the 14th of Decem- 
ber, 1878. He said that he ‘‘ spoke te Mr. Hill about it ’— that is the Mr. 
Hill who was the manager and the executor of Sir Robert Harvey’s will— 
‘* who said that there must be some mistake, as there would not be so large 
a sum for interest on £150 stock ; and he desired it should be carried to a 
separate account, as it might belong to something else and not to the £150 
stock.” ‘No corroboration,’’ says the report, ‘‘was produced of these 
instructions, which rest entirely on the respondent’s statement.’’ It was 
in fact carried to an account, ‘‘ Atlantic Stock Interest (error, Lacey v. 
Hill),”’ and carried to that account in 1878, and remained there a balance 
in the ledger until 1880; then it was swept into this ‘I. B. C.’’ account. 
As the committee pointed out, if the least trouble had been taken it would 
have been apparent that as the stock appeared in fact to have been over- 
looked from 1870 to the year 1878, that is to say eight years, that the sum 
which was mentioned as back interest, £60, would exactly be the interest 
at 5 per cent. for that period of eight years. There are several other 
items under this head, which I do not, however, think it necessary to 
pursue, for the reason that this committee—who have exercised not only 
great care, but, as it seems to me, great discrimination—have not arrived 
at the conclusion that the evidence as to the misappropriation of the 
remaining items was such as to justify them in arriving at the conclusion 
that they had been misappropriated. But they make one comment to 
which I must call attention. ‘They say, and who can doubt that they say 
correctly, that the respondent’s practice of carrying to the ‘I. B. C.” 
ledger, without notice to or inquiry from any person interested or 
apparently interested, any sums or ooo which, though not belonging 
to the respondent, were or seemed to be likely to be unclaimed was 
absolutely indefensible. They pointed out that the sums which were so 
carried did not belong to the respondent, and in most of the cases referred 
to in the report be not only knew they did not belong to him, but he did know 
to whom they did belong. Nevertheless, as soon as they had been carried to 
the “I. B. C.’’ ledger they were treated as his private earnings, and they 
ceased to uppear in the current ledger or in the half-yearly statement of 
assets and liabilities. They further point out that they were not even indexed 
in the “I. B. ©.” ledger, and that it can only have been in rare instances 
that their existence became known to the real owners, and that repayment 
was claimed from the respondent and obtained. I cannot imagine any 
conduct more reprehensible than this, or any conduct short of actual 
theft more dishonourable than this; and I agree with the conclusion at 
which the committee have arrived, that this couree of dealing with these 
unclaimed balances was strong evidence of an intention on the part of 
this respondent fraudulently to appropriate and keep to himself moneys 
that he knew did not belong to him. The next charge is that he made a 
false statutory declaration. That was a declaration which he was required 
to make in the early stages of this inquiry, and when he was making some 
refundment of some of the items to which I have earlier referred. The 
committee arrive at the conclusion that that charge is not made out. The 
next charge is: “‘That in the course of the liquidation the respondent 
fraudulently and secretly purchased divers eg forming part of the 
assets under the pray cn ed on the administration.”” Now, I will only 
say a few words on this head. It is clear what the duty of any person 
holding, as the respondent did, a fiduciary position is. It is clear that his 
duty was, before he bid for any of these properties, to obtain the sanction 
of thoee authorized to give it that he ht have the option. I do not 
find, in respect of the things that he actually did buy, that there was 
oe eanin given, to him in the sense that he did not pay the moneys or 
the prices which the trustee thought ought to be paid, or which the trus- 





tee was willing to accept ; but of course one cannot shut one’s eyes to the 
position relatively to the solicitor which the trustee, by reason of the 
nership arrangement, held in his regard. But there are in respect of two 
of these transactions, as to which I will say a word, examples of the dan- 
gers and of the evils which follow from an unauth attempt in a 
fiduciary position to bid for or attempt to uire any part of the estate. 
Of course, as the learned es poin ant, sae the =, on 
any purchase by a person in a fiduciary position those represen 
pee Are of the extate have the choice ofeither affirming or of disaffirm- 
ing the contract so made, and of calling upon the respondent to give up 
any profits that he has made; and, as I have already pointed out, a large 
part of the £15,000 which he had agreed to pay, and paid, represents 
profits which he has been so obliged to surrender. We are here dealing 
with the question of professional misconduct, and I will only take, as I 
say, two of these instances to shew the evil consequences which will fol- 
low from a man occupying a fiduciary position of this kind attempting to 
deal as purchaser, or otherwise acquiring for himself _— of the property 
of the estate with which he is so connected. One is the case of Hatton's 
policy, which he bought for a sum which was considered adequate, and 
which we willassume was adequate, but it appeared that there was a col- 
lateral undertaking by some other persons to pay the premiums on that 
policy. That that was known to the respondent at the time he purchased 
is not found by the committee in their report. That he became 
aware of it soon after is undoubtedly true; that he wrote to the persons 
representing the guarantors, if I may so call them, for the payment of 
this premium, as if he was not himself interested in the matter at all, 
but as if he was urging his claim as wholly disconnected with the matter, 
except in his professional capacity ; that he ultimately received payment 
of premiums, some of which belonged to the estate of Harveys, and 
which he did not account for, and ultimately received a sum of £100 in 
discharge of remaining liabilities upon that guarantee for the payment of 
the premiums, the yearly payment of the premium being £8 19s. 3d. per 
year. No honourable man could have allowed himself to take the advan- 
tage of such a purchase under such circumstances. What was the result? 
He not only received, as I have said, certain ———- of back insurance 
moneys, which really belonged to the estate of Harveys and Hudsor, but 
he receives £100 upon this guarantee, so that the result was that he did not 
pay one penny piece for the acquirement of the policy at all; and nogelf- 
respecting man could keep such a benefit to himeelf, but would think it 
his duty honourably to disclose the circumstances to those who represented 
the estate in question. The other is the case of a mgn called Watson. 
Watson bought at the sale ; the respondent later bought from him at the 
same price, and it is not alleged, as I gather, that the — was inade- 
quate, but he makes no payment on account of the purc money ; he 
ultimately sells at a profit to somebody else, and then years after the 
original transaction he pays to the estate the purchase money, though in 
the meanwhile he had been in the reception of such rents and profits as 
arose from the property, without on the other hand paying one farthing 
of interest on that purchase money long overdue. Several other instances 
of that kind are to be found. I do not dwell further upon them. I come 
now to the charge: ‘‘ That in making out the costs for the sale of the 
bank premises, including a number of branches (in which transaction the 
respondent aeted for the vendor and purchaser), he fraudulently charged 
and obtained payment out of the bankra ts’ estate several times over for 
the same work in regard tothe preparation and fair co) of abstracts of 
title to the said premises.”” I this charge, calling attention 
to it as shewing the care and discrimination that the committee have 
shewn in this report. Their finding isthis: ‘‘ The committee find that in 
fact the respondent in making out his bills of costs for the above 
sales charged and obtained payment out of the bankrupts’ estate several 
times over for the pre and fair copies of abstracts of title to the 
premises. But they do not think that this was done intentionally, and 
was therefore not fraudulent.”” I leave it there. I will only add in rela- 
tion to this that, if it’ were necessary more closely to examine that alle- 
tion, this court does not consider itself bound by the findings of the 
Statutory Committee. It pays the due regard to those findings that the 
care that is ordinarily displayed in to those reports deserves ; bu’ 
if on the materials before it the court came to the conclusion that that 
committee had exonerated a man in circumstances in which the court came 
tothe conclusion they — not to have exonerated him, and his guiltis clear 
the court are not bo by the —_ but are entitled to go behind it. 


There is also an uittal by the committee of the seventh charge, 
which was : *‘ That in two matters of business the respondent tly 
charged and obtained t out of Messrs. Harveys and Hudson’s 


out of the estates of two 


tat ts which he had incurred and been 
Seaitente ‘an " fan be eit ten 
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bankrupts named Clarke and Staples.” 
but that it was done contrary to his instructi 
Se ey te aed ie the accounts in connection with the 
action brought 5 new trustee, against him. 
fore say that that charge is not made out. The final charge, and I am 
glad to have come to the end of this very, very distressing story, is: 
the respondent, who had occasion to make ni 
and elsewhere in connection with the bankruptcy and administration, 
fraudulently charged and obtained more than once for the same 
journey, and in cases fraudulently charged and at 
more than once for the disbursements in connection with such journeys. 
Of this charge forty-seven instances were and they set in 
the appendix to this rt. To put it shortly, it means this—that 
employed by, say, four t clients to transact some business for 
each of them in London he charged to each of them a railway fare, 
that is to any, tour sallway tesco, tour other teehtentel eopenee, Oo 
addition to or 


ding 
hotel bills, charging to each of them the pro- 
fessional charge for the services which be in faet sondieed; ant Ge 
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extraordinary -s of this story is that the respondent, when called upon 
to explain, said that it had always been his practice if he had to come up 
to London for two or three clients on different matters not to give his 
clients the benefit of his journey expenses, and he admitted these 
duplicate charges for expenses were wrong and could not be justified. 
Can it be wondered that the committee upon this statement and upon 
these admissions arrived at this grave conclusion, that the respondent 
fraudulently charged and obtained money more than once, and often 
several times over, for the railway fare and other disbursements in 
connection with the same journey, and that this part of the charge is 
proved. Now I come to the end of thisreport. Two matters were urged 
upon our consideration; the first was the lap:e of time. The short 
answer to that is this: A long time has elapsed, doubtless, but these facts 
now for the first time come to the attention of this court, and they never 
would have come, in all human probability, to the attention of any court 
had it not been that in 1892 the dismissed clerk wrote the letters, first to 
his employer, and afterwards in 1893 to the trustee, to which I have 
referred. That cannot be accepted as any defence to these charges. Had 
it not been for the disclosures made by that clerk, in all human probability 
the estate would have continued to be defrauded, as it was defrauded for 
many years, of a very considerable sum of money remaining in the hands, 
and unaccounted for, of the respondent. The second matter that was 
urged upon us was the fact that the respondent has in part made, and 
will be made fully in the Chancery proceedings to make, restitution for 
any moneys wrongfully obtained. That attempted restitution is a matter 
that the court would always think itright toconsider. Ifa solicitor, having 
made a grievous mistake, voluntarily and of his own accord proceeds to 
do the best he can to undo his error, and to make restitution to those 
whom he has wronged, the court would always take that most fully 
into its consideration. Is that this case? We are dealing with facts the 

ter part of which occurred in the seventies. Not until 1892, and then 
only bit by bit as disclosure after disclosure was made, was any attempt 
made to make restitution. That plea also, in the opinion of the court, 
fails. Itisa painful case. This is a gentleman who has been above forty 
years upon the roll of solicitors. I see from the Law List that he occupies 
the tion of deputy-lieutenant of the county in which helives, I doubt 
not that he holds many offices of considerable public importance and trust. 
But he cannot remain longer upon tie roll of solicitors. For the protec- 
tion of the pam, for the protection of an honourable profession, his con- 
nection with that profession from this day ends. The court can take no 
other course than this ; it would be failing in its duty if it did not in the 
most emphatic way in which it is in its power to do so mark its sense of 
the scandalous story disclosed in this report. 

Lawrancez, J.—I entirely agree. 

H. D. Greene.—The order of the court will be that Isaac Bugg Coaks, 
of Bank Plain, Norwich, be struck off the rolls, and that he do pay the 
costs of the inquiry before the Statutory Committee and the costs of this 
application. 

Tue Lorp Cuter Justice.—Yes.—Cocnsext, H. D. Greene, Q.C., and F. 
W. Hollams ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and W. H. Cozens-Hardy. 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held, at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
August 12, Mr. Richard Pennington, J.P., in the chair; the other 
directors present being Messrs. W. F. Blandy (Reading), W. Beriah 
Brook, Samuel Harris (Leicester), Augustus Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), 
J. H. Kays, F. Rowley Parker, Sidney Smith, F. W. Stone (Tunbridge 
Wells), F. T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 

A sum of £681 was distributed in grants of relief, seven new members 
were admitted to the association, and other general business transacted. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS, 


Mr. Antuvr Unperuttt, LL.D., barrister, has been appointed by the 
Council of Legal Education to the office of Reader in the Law of Real and 
Personal Property, in succession to Sir Howard Elphinstone, Bart. 

Mr. A. Hupson, barrister, has been appointed a District Commissioner 
in Sierra Leone. 

Mr. E. M. Rongrrson, barrister, has been appointed a District Com- 
miscioner on the Gold Coast. 

Mr. J. Wixxrie.p, barrister, has been appointed a District Commis- 
sioner at Lagos. s ; ad 

Mr. James Atoysivs Scunty, barrister, has been appointed Revising 
Barrister for the divisions of Lancashire vacated by Mr. W. H. Butler, 
who has succeeded Mr. M‘Connell as Revising Barrister for Liverpool. 

Mr. Dovoras Crosz Ricumonn, barrister, at present a Commissioner in 
the Endowed Schools Department of the Charity Commission, has been 





ee and Auditor-General in the Exchequer ') 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
ADMISSION. 


Messrs. Parker, Garrett, & Co. have admitted into partnership Mr. 
H. Martin Homan, and the style of the firm will in future be Parker, 
Garrett, & Hotman. 





GENERAL, 


On the 6th inst. Mr. Chamberlain received at the House of Commons a 
deputation from the Congress of Chambers of Commerce of the Empire, 
who urged the expediency of the commercial law of the whole of the 
British Empire being embodicd in a code. The deputation consisted of 
Sir Albert Rollit, M.P., Professor Grove Wilson, Dr. Macdonell (Master 
in the Supreme Courts), and Mr. Musgrave. Sir Albert Rollit read the 
following resolution passed at the Chambers of Commerce ian June last: 
‘‘ That the Bills of Exchange Act of 1882, the Partnership Act of 1890, 
and the Sale of Goods Act of 1893, and other consolidated statutes having 
established the practicability and benefits of codifying British commercial 
law, it is highly expedient that the commercial law of the whole of the 
British Empire should now be embodied in a code, and that therefore 
Government should be memorialized by the congress to initiate the steps 
necessary in order to the appointment, for the purpose of drafting such a 
code, of a commission on which the United Kingdom and all the colonies 
and countries embraced in the Empire should be fully represented.’ 
Their object was to get Mr. Chamberlain’s assistance in giving effect to 
that resolution. Mr. Chamberlain, in reply, expressed in general terms 
sympathy with the objects of the deputation, and promised that, if infor- 
mation were given to him indicating where British law had been codified 
but had not as yet (as has been the case in the Bills of Exchange Act and 
other statutes) been adopted by the colonies, he might possibly see the 
means of advancing the views of the deputation. 


On the 6th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr. Bemrose asked the 
Secretary to the Treasury if his attention had beendirected to the fact that 
the fees now charged in the county courts are proportionately far in 
excess of those charged in the High Court; and that they press very 
heavily upon the poor suitor, as, for instance, in the case of a man claim- 
ing, say, £5 for damages or for wages, &c., if he is not prepared with 10s. 
hearing fee the case is struck out, with the loss to him of 63. entrance 
fee already paid ; and if, seeing that the county courts‘are not only self- 
supporting, but produce a surplus, he would consider whether the fees can 
be reduced, especially the hearing and execution fees. Mr. Hanbury said: 
I am not in a position to compare the fees in county courts with those 
charged for corresponding services in the High Court, and I am not sure 
what my hon. friend may mean by the phrase “ proportionately far in 
excess.’’ The figures given are correct in the case selected. The fees 
must, of course, have some relation to the cost of the courts themselves, 
and my hon. friend is mistaken in supposing that the county courts are 
self-supporting and even produce a surplus. On thecontrary, they cost the 
taxpayer over £30,000 vearly, besides £90,000 for the salaries and pensions 
of judges. As more than 1,100,000 plaints are entered yearly for amounts 
not exceeding £20, the fees do not appear to deter suitors. I will have 
inquiry made as to the allegation that those fees fall with undue weight 
upon poor suitors; but the whole question of the amount of these fees 
is, of course, subject to the approval of the Lord Chancellor. 


The following are the arrangements made for transacting business in 
the Probate and Divorce Registries during the Long Vacation—viz., the 
registrars of the Probate and Divorce Registries of her Majesty’s High 
Court of Justice will not tax any bill of costs or proceed upon any 
petition for alimony until Saturday, the 24th of October, except under 
special circumstances to be stated ina written application addressed to 
them. On Wednesday, the 19th inst., and every succeeding Wednesday 
until the 21st of October inclusive, one of the registrars will sit at the 
Principal Probate Registry, Somerset House, to hear summonses, at 
11.30. On Wednesdays, August 19, September 2, 16, and 30, and 
October 14, one of the registrars will sit at the Principal Probate 
Registry, Somerset House, to hear motions, at 12.30. Decrees will be 
made absolute on Wednesday, the 19th inst., the 16th of September, 
and Thursday, the 15th of October. All Bingo for motions and for 
making decrees absolute are to be left at the Contentious Department, 
Somerset House, before 2 o’clock on the preceding Saturday. The 
offices of the Probate and Divorce Registries will be open at 10 and closed 
at 4, except on Saturdays, when it will close at 2 o’clock. The Depart- 
ment for Literary Inquiry is now closed until the 19th of September 
next. 





WARNING TO INTENDING House Puncuasgrs AND LzssgEes.—Before pur 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 





THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Aug. 20.—Mesers, H, E. Foster & Cranrietp, at the Mart, at 2— 


REVERSIONS—viz. : if 
To one-fifth Share of Trust Estate, value £17,000. Life, lady, 68. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Norman & Co., ie 
To one-sixth of £4,000, secured on estates, Life, lady, 91, Solicitors, 

Messrs, Rooper & Whately, London. 
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eres wa: to an 


of one-seventh Share in 
& Pilditch, 


annaiy of £90 to n lady aged 0. 


To pore Share of Trust Funds in Railway Stocks, value £21,000. Life, lady, 
oS, Sees Oe 2 Lee of £2,000, usable out of same funds. Solicitors, 
Mesors. Pa: yne & Son, London. 
To one-fourth Share of Trust Estate, value £30,000. Life, lady, 52. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Mear & Fowler, London, 
To one-fourth Share of Freehold Farm in Kent, 113 acres, = £226 per annum. 
Life, coegynend 48. Solicitors, Messrs. Douglas-Norman ee . 


To one-third Share of Trust Estate, value amare. Two li 60 and 61 
Solicitors, H. Stanley-Jones, Esq., London, and E. Elvy Robb, |e Tun. 
bridge Wells. 


To one-third Share of Trust Fund in Stocks, value £24,457. Life, lady, 67. 
— H, Stanley-Jones, Esq., London, and E. Elvy Robb, Esq., "Tunbridge 


Toa Rent-charge or Annuity of £3,500 secured on estates of 20,000 acres in Ireland, 
with a rent-roll of £11,600 wee annum, payable during the life of a gentleman 
26 on decease of two 66 and 60 without issue, 
with Life -— > ~ 4 Policies of Assurance for £70,000. Solicitor, H. Stanley- 
Jones, Esq., London. 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE for sums oo cusuating, wa bonuses, to Ss in | 
Law Union and Crown Insurance Society, Lon a 
Scottish Law Life Assurance Association, West of England (now 
Union) Office, London Life Association, Guardian Assurance Compan: 
British and Mercantile Insurance Royal I nsurance Company, Shs 
Hand Life Assurance Society, Ro Exchange Assurance Corporation, 
ce Society. citors, Messrs. Symonds & Son, — S_ 
Messrs. Eardley-Holt, Hulbert, & eben’ and G. L. Matthews, Esq., London. 
(See advertisements back page of this issue. ) 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette—Fuipay, Aug. 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep in CHANCERY. 
Ancio-Scanpixnavian Conpensep Mitx Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, o! 
before Sept 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 7 


claims, to Charles Dorman, 23 Essex st, Strand 
CarBoy mye: Co, Lourrp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send their 


names dresses, and the particulars of their ‘claims to James olt, 88, King st, 
. Sumner, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Monday, 21, to send their 
names and addresses, and the eye of their debts or claims to John James Fletcher, 


Cooperrd W. & R. Ascroft, mn, solors for liquidator 

Lucas Bros, Limirep, or 22, est st, BrnmincuaM, MANUFACTURING JEWELLERS (IN 
VoLunTARY LiquspaTion)—Creditors are required, on or before ag > to send their 

names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H. 

Elkington, 39, Newhall st, Birmingham Beale & Co, ee, 43 ~ to liquidator 

Meratuic Tusz anp Fiask Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 14, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulary of ther debis or claims to Saunders 
Bradbury & Saunders, 37, —— row, 

Unitep Pionzer Gotp Mixine Co, Liniirap Creditors are required, on or before Sept 
19, to send their names and addresses, and the et of 4 their debts or claims, to 
Walter Forsythe Harbord, 16, St Helen’s pl, Bi 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Farmers’ Girory Lopes, Branch of the L. O. Ancient Shepherds Ashton Unity Society, 
Eagle and Child Inn, Leyland, Lancaster July 29 
Mancurster axp Saurorp Licensep VicTUALLERS’ FRIENDLY Society BgnevoLent 
Funp, 4, Hanging Ditch, Manchester July 29 


London Gasetie—Tuzspay, Aug. 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liumrrep mn CHANOCEBY. 

Beacoysrigetp Diamonp Mixino Co, Liartzp—Credito: required, on or before 
14, to send their names and addresses, and gastieaions Of thar debts and claims, 
Charles Walter Grimwade, 38, Coleman st, 

Mrrroroitan Licut Co, Lumrsp—Petn for winding up, presented Aug 10, directed to 
be heard on Aug 19. Capron, 5 and 6, Clement's inn, agent for Newey, Birming 
solor for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 18 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Bravunston Frienpiy Society, National Schoolroom, Braunston, Northampton. Aug 5 
Juveni.e Foresters Frirnviy Society, Ruperra Arms Inn, Bassaleg, Monmouth. Aug 5 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, July 24. 
Mitts ae Mary i~ Southsea. Sept 1. Cunningham v Mills, Stirling, J. 
ortsmou 
Turner, CHARLES Tuomas, Lowestoft,, Solicitor’s Clerk. Oct 20. Reeve and Mayhew v 
er, Kekewich, J. Mills, Chancery lane 
London Gazetie.—Frivay, July 31. 
Bristow, Wit.1am, Victoria st, Westminster, Solicitor Oct1 Ford v Bristow, Stirling, 
J. BShalless, Royal hill, Greenwich 
London Gaszette.—Turspay, Aug. 11. 
Sairn, Atexanper, Early Haw, Hawes, Yorks Sept 25  Swaledale and Wensleydale 
Banking Co v Smith, North, J Willan, Hawes 
Warxer, James, Dewsbury, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer Oct 20 Walker y Walker, 
Kekewich, J Ward, Dewsbury 








UNDER a2 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cratm. 
London Gazette.—Tvursvay, July 28. 
Armitage, Epwarp, St John’s Wood Aug 30 Rye & Eyre, Golden sq 


-Bripar, Janz, Castleton, Lancashire Oct 1 Isherwood, Heywood 


Court, Louisa Saran, Folkestone Septl FH Newton, Wymondham 





Davies, Exizaseru, Reading, Berks Aug3l Blandy & Blandy, Reading 

Davies, Jonny, Aberystwyth Aug31 Talbot & Watkins, Newtown 

Davies, Samvet, Llyswen, Brecon, Machinist Sept12 Jones, Brecon 

Downwarp, Evizasetu Ayn, Ulverston, Lancs Augi7 Atkinson, Ulverston 
Davee, Aavate James, Westminster Bridge rd Sept 4 Geare & Co, Lincoln's ian 


Farrar, James, Manningham, Bradford Aug 28 Freeman, Bradford 

Fisuer, Janz, Weymouth Sept1 Lock & Reed, Dorchester 

Frossanp, CLementive, Cardiff Aug 28 Heard & Son, Cardiff 

Gratvcer, Davin, Liverpool Sept7 Evans & Co, Liverpool 

Greic, Perer, Snarsbrook, Essex, Painter Aug 22 Jones, Mark lane 

Kaye, Wiiu1am, Worcester pk, Surrey Sept 14 Harwood & Stephenson, Lombard st 
Lyxy, Josuua Wixcuester, Totteridge, Herts Aug 31 Finch & Turner, Cannon st 
Newroy, Pennock, Fryup, York, Tailor Oct1 Hunton & Hunton, Stockton on Tees 
Normax, Wituiam Taytor, North Cave, York Sept4 Leak & Co, Kingston upon Hull 
Norvitt, James, Weston super Mare, Innkeeper Aug 25 Ford, Weston super Mare 
Norvitt, Saran, Weston super Mare Aug 25 Rogers Ford, Weston super Mare 
Coemy, om Sempiqutenn, York Augi Wilson & Genge, Norfolk House, Victoria 
Parison, Joun, Halifax Sept1 Swaine, Halifax 

Pearse, Annie, Topsham, Devon Aug 29 Stocker, St Thomas, nr Exeter 

Piercy, Rosert, Caergwrle, ur Wrexham Aug 31 Batten & Co, Gt George st, West- 
Preston, Coaries James, Southwick pl, Hyde Park Aug 31 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 
Rawurnesoy, James, Hanley Aug3i Benrett & Baddeley, Hanley 

Scnorre.p, Wricut, Rochdale, Accountant Aug 21 Clegg, Rochdale 

Scorr, Taomas, Whitby, Carpenter Aug 31 Buchannan & Sons, Whitby 

Suanp, Avrrep, Bingley, York Aug 26 Mossman & Co, Bradford 

Tone, James ALBERT, Deptford, Carpenter Sept1 Spencer & Arnold, Greenwich 
Torrin, Isaac, Lazonby, Cumbrid, Farmer Aug31 Cant & Fairer, Penrith 

Wank, Josern Armytace, Hornsea, York Sept1 Frankish & Co, Hull 

Water, Witiiam Freperick, Gravesend Aug27 Blount & Co, Arundel st, Strand 


We.may, Ernet Geetaups, Khos Maksar, Aden, Arabia Augi15 Child & Son, Furni- 
val’s inn, Holborn 
Waattey, James Wittiams, Puna, Arizona, U SA Aug 31 Minor, Manchester 


WHeEeE.poy, Wituia4m, ‘Withington, nr Manchester Aug 28. Preston & Co, Manchester 
Wrtxrsson, Henry, Halifax Aug17 Dey, Halifax 
Wooprorp, Joun, Chelsea, Fruiterer Sept1 Dabbs, Chancery lane 
Worratt, Ameia Eutty, Amhurst pk Aug27 Pearce & Sons, Giltspur st 
London Gasette.—Faipay, July 31. 
Cuarx, Frepericx, Gt Cumbrid pl Septi1 Phillips & Co, Sherborne In 
Craven, WaLter Anraur Keprst, Varese, Italy Sept 16 Faulkner, Chandos st, Caven- 


dish sq 
Desparp, Captain Faroanic Wituian, Surbiton, Surrey Aug 31 Hulberts & Co, New 
Renin Joun Wantn, Cockley Cloy, Norfolk Sept 7 Radcliffe & Co, Craven st, 


Epuiy, Jane Ann, Plymouth Sept 19 Wilson & Loye, Plymouth 

Exry, James, Little St James st Sept 2 Rhodes & Son, Dowgate hill 

Exprip, Arruur, New Eltham, Kent Sept 29 Tryon, Crosby sq 

Exmer, Heyry Anruur, Elmswell, Suffolk Aug3l Bankes & Co, Bury St Edmunds 
omen * 8 Wituiam, Gt Ashfield, Suffolk, Miller Aug3i Bankes & Co, Bury St 


Farwic, Erxest, Brixtonrd Aug 27 Buxton & Co, Sackville st 


Gairrith, Evizabera Vessey, Shepherd’s Bush Aug27 Griffith & Gardiner, Old Ser- 
jeants’ inn 
Hauutpay, Epuunp, Malton, York, Plumber Aug 15 Estill, Malton 


Hueuss, Joux, New Barnet Sept2 Worthington & Co, Eastcheap 

Jerrerizs, Samue., Bewdley, Worcs, Timber Merchant Augi15 Marcy & Co, Bewdley 

Kitvixerox, Groner, Scarborough Sept 1 Watts & Co, Scarborough 

Lavtou ee ones | Frepenick, Kensington-Garden ter Sept 15 Collyer-Bristow & Co, 

Laws, Joay, Ovington on Tyne Sept1 Ryott & Swan, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Lawroy, Tuomas, and Harrrerr Hopxrss, Stafford Sept 1 Till, Newcastle under Lyme 

Lizpert, Hararet, Manchester Sept 11 Cunliffes & Greg, Manchester 

Mowres, Witu1am, Boston Spa, York Sept 30 Wade & Co, Bradford 

Naces, Marearet, Long Newton, Durham Sept 1 Lowther Carrick, Stokesley 

Peacock, the Rey Epwiy, St Thomas, Devon Augi7 Friend & Co, Exeter 

Ratrn, Pattus, Eastbourne Aug 11 Wolfenden, New Broad st 

Rennix, Watxiace, Oldham, Lancs, Newspaper Proprietor Sept 12 Mellor, Oldham 

Suaw, Mary, Kingston upon Hull Sept 15 Middlemiss & Pearce, Hull 

Sprnx, Saran, Bradford Aug 31 Newton Rhodes, Bradford 

Tayuor, James Epwarp, Hartlepool, Butcher Augi4 Harrison & Barker, Hartlepool 

Tuomas, Owen, Liverpool, Ironfounder Sept 1 Stephenson, Liverpool 

Warens, Seuixa, Southampton Sept 5 Footner & Son, Romsey 

Wiuiams, Rrematp Pownatt, Hartlepool Augi4 Harrison & Barker, Hartlepool 
London Gasette.—Turspay, Aug 4. 

Anmstrona, Cuartes, Ramsgate, Solicitor Darley & Cumberland, John st, Bedford row 

Crane, Sauvst, Child’s Hill, nr Hendon Sept 29 Rose & Johnson, Delahay st, West- 

—. . Wittram, Portland pl Sept 1 Norton & Co, Old Broad st 

E:uore, Tuomas Jonny, Bareombe, Sussex Sept1 Peacock & Goddard, South sq, Gray's 


Feast, Maat Axz, Peckham Sept1 Baileys & Co, Berners st 
Fuaser, Canonins Awetia, Falmouth Aug 29 Lane & White, Plymouth 
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Gruas, Bigzanere M Mezapows, Maples Bonchurch,I W Sept1 Peacock & Goddard, Sth 
Guam, Cartes THorntox, Mincing lane Oct 30 Cronin & Co, Southampton st, 


Green, Jonny, Ambler Thorn, nr Halifax Sept15 Jubb & Co, Halifax 
Hoiioway, Sypyey, Devizes, Wilts Sept4 Montgomery White, Norfolk st, Strand 
Hueues, Erxest Wit.1am, Clapton, Surveyor Aug 31 Hepworth & Co, South st, Fins- 


JEPsoN, Taense Banrser, Liverpool, Wharfinger Sept 15 


Kraxe, Jouy, Brixton, Barrister Oct30 Shipton & Co, Chesterfield 
Lzar, Epwarp Cuarzes, Plymouth Aug 29 Lane & White, Plymouth 


Masters, Many Any, Dover Sept1 Dawes, Rye, Sussex 


Morgwoop, Mrs Lucy Ann Manta Pater, Kensington Aug 31 Hunters & Haynes, 


New sq, Lincoln’s inn 


Moss, Puir Jouy, Redhill, Licensed Victualler Aug 30 Bacon Phillips, Redhill 
Patver, Watters James Paice, Okehampton, Veterinary Surgeon Septi1 Burd & Co, 
Okehampton 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, August 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Barxsripce, Witu1am, Wandsworth High Court Pet 


July18 Ord Aug 4 


Baxer, Tuomas Mararas, Gt Yarmouth, Solicitor Gt 
Ord Aug 4 


Yarmouth Pet July 22 

Banyer, Carmi Josepu, Wolverhampton, Ironmaster 
Wolverhampton Pet Augi Ord Aug 

Beckett, ALEXANDER Paxman, Maidstone, Cycle Maker 
Maidstone Pet Augi Ord Aug 

Bentey, Samvet, Otley, Yorks Leeds Pet Aug 5 Ord | 
Aug 5 


Bouse, J eon Hayyes, tet, Music Teacher Stafford 
Pet A Ord Ai 


Brapsaaw, aces eee, Sheffield, Journeyman Saw- | 
maker Sheffield et Aug 5 Ord Aug 

Beceaenane, Joun hy es York, Bookseller York 
Pet Aug5 Ord Aug5 

Browys, Jouy, and vse hehe Browne, Gt Sante, Cycle 
Makers Gt Grims Ord A 


y Aug 4 a 
Burtoy, Davin, South ds, Innkeeper ewcastle on 
Tyne Pet bh Ord Aug 1 
——_ — 1Luram, and Samvet Butwer, Stanning- 
eh, nr Leeds, Engineers Leeds Pet July 30 Ord 
30 


Couns, = M, Cadogan pl High Court PetMay21 Ord 


Corase Basust ey Pebmarsh, Essex, Farmer Col- 
Pet Aug Ord Aug 1 
CoutTHarD, Davin, and James Dove.as, Bewcastle, Cum- 
berland, Farmers Carlisle Pet Aug5 Ord Aug 5 
Cowrer, Yaa York Wakefield Pet Aug 1 Ord 
A 


Pa. en rd, Builder High Court Pet 
July 30 Ord July 30 
Case ase, WS George st, Westminster, Architect 
HighCourt Pet July3 Ord Aug 4 
Dosett, Witt1am Brovunt, Southport, Lancs, aed 
Liv l Pet ‘Aug 5 Ord Aug 
Eastwoop, Frep Wi.tiam, Ripponden, Halifax, Boot 
Maker Halifax Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
Evaxs, Atrrep Epwarps, am, Brecon, Chemist 
Pet Augi1 Ord Aug 1 
Fersitey & Osporye, Tollington w Contractors High 
Court Pet July ié¢ Ord July 3 
Confectioner Liver- 


Gate, EvizaBeTa, port, Lanes, 
Pet Aug5 Ord Aug 
a ye Melplash, : Miller Dorchester 
ug 4 
C H Savuspers aaa eneenly h Court Pet 
Gons ty 14 Ord July ~~ 
Gray, ae Gt » Mouse Farnisher Gt Grimsby 
Pet Aug 4 
—- GeorGeE, Conditt Cardiff Pet July 31 Ord 
iy 31 
la OseED, * se cpaae Butcher Brighton Pet July 
20 
Hvpsox, Deswes Colne, Ianes Burnley Pet July 24 Ord 


A 
se ae Davin, and Ayceto Jacons, Arundel pl, 
Ha - Glass Merchants High Court Pct Aug 5 


Jounsoy, ae Little Kelk Farm,  rarks, Farmer 
upon Hull Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

Jonzs, Joux Owex, and Murpocu Mackenzie, Aber- 

- uadeauaa Tredegar Pet Aug 1 Ord 


Jorr, foux Fax a st, Tailor High Court 
Pet Aug4 Ord A ’ 


Hoos East Dulwich, Commercial 
igh Court Pet Augi Ord Aug1 
Locas, ee sen, Quorn, Leics, Watchmaker Leicester 
Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
Maatis, Wriu1am, West Kilburn, Missionary High Court 
Pet July 8 Ord Augi 
Masox, Gasees Witt, yet Liemnest Victualler High 
Court Pet Aug 5 Ord A 
Monais, Henry, Randolph crut, Maida Vale, Seeniaten | 
Agent High Court Pet July 13 Ord Aug 
Mbxvocn, Joux, Leicester Leicester Pet A Aug 4 Ord 


ums Eruraim, Mildenhall, oats, i Semmmapmnes Baker 


St Edmunds Pet A 
Past, Joux Haws, Panty TR ty EB Agent Leicester 
Pet July 31 Od Say ot July 31 


ean 
Traveller 


; 
Potrarv, Joszru, Burnley, Draper Burnl Pet Aug 4 
Ord Aug 4 od ° 


Paorurnoe, Joux Janes, Penygraig, Glam, Saddler Ponty- | 
Putt, JB oper Ci eta Re 
July9 Ord 


Smith & Son, Liverpool 











{ Scuoriretp, Witt1am, Heywood, iene, Hardware Dealer 

| __ Bolton Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 

| Scuweitzer, Prxcus, Wentworth a + amecom Draper 

igh Court Pet July14 Ord July 

Strauss, Lionet, Edinburgh, fmt ~ Bg Agent Brighton 
Pet July17 Ord Aug 5 

SyrattT, WILLIAM same, Fulham, Baker High Court Pet 
July 31 Ord July 31 

Tavernor, Eustace Harry, and Howirr Rosinson 
ee Leeds, Butchers Leeds Pet July 29 Ord 











July 
Tayior, Georce Daniet, Finsbury pavement, Public- 
| house Broker HighCourt Pet July14 Ord July 30 
Taytor, Joun Gerorae, Sale, ot Manufacturer Man- 
chester Pet Aug5 Ord A 
| Tugnsutt, Harry Russet, m, ed Master 
h Court Pet July 30 Ord July 
Wattey, Frank, Burslem, Staffs, Builder Hanley Pet 
July 20 Ord July 31 
| -wenees, FREDERICK ones, F zouten Fields, Draper High 
Court Pet July 23 Ord Aug 1 
Weeks, Wittiam, — Kent, Farmer Hastings 
Pet Aug 4 ug 4 
Westwoop, Josern, Napier yd, Milwall High Court Pet 
July6 Ord July 30 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 28: 


Toorett, Tuomas Hueu, pine, Hosier Manchester 
Pet July4 Ord July 24 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aytouy, Mary Exiza, Cambridge ter, Hyde Park Aug 14 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Baty, Jane Saran, Kingston on Thames Aug 14 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London alee 
Beate, Freep, Kettering, Boot nufacturer Aug 15 at 
12.30 County Court bldgs, Northampton 
Beckett, ALEXANDER Paxman, ae ee Maker 
Aug 19 at11 Off Rec, 9, King st, Maids’ 
Best, ExizaBetu, Barnsley, Weniteeet yp id “A 10 Off 
, Regent st, Barnsley 
Binyey, Grorce Haywarp, >. Bideford, Devon Aug 25 at 
1.30 King’s Arms Hotel, Barnstaple 
Prickett, Harriett, Dover, Hotel Keeper Aug 14 at 
10.30 Harp Hotel, Strond st, Dover 
Brock.esank, JOHN Witram, York, asstiee Aug 19 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 
Brown, Wittt1am, Bradford, a Aug 14 at 11 Off 
Ree, 3 1, Manor row, Bradford 
Bursir, pa Southport, Travelling pao Aug 17 at 12 
Off , 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
CANNOCK, Sees, Cheltenham, Farmer Aug 20 at 3.15 
County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
Cottins, ALrrep, Gt Marlow, Bucks, General Dealer Aug 
15at12 Bankruptcy Office, Ox: ford 
Cowrer, Artnur, York Aug 14 at3 Off Rec, 6, Bond 
ter, Wakefield 
Cross, DawizL, sen, See, Builder Aug 14 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Dean, Hueu, and Georce Witson, Failsworth, Lancs, 
Joiners Augi4at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen 
st, Oldham 
Dewak, Wittiam, Thirsk, Yorks, : Reemanper Aug 24 at 
11.30 Court House, Northall llerto 
Eastwoop, Frep Wituiam, Ri conden, nr Halifax, Boot 
aker Aug l5ati1l Off , Halifax 
Garpiver, Eowarp Henry, Abinghall, ey Grocer Aug 
15 at12 off Rec, Station rd, Glouceste 
Hitt, Joux, Bromley, Kent, Baker Aug “4 at 12.30 24, 
Railway app, London Bridge 
| Huvsox, Dennis, Colne, Lancs, Manufacturer Aug 14 at 
11 Crown Hotel, Colne 
Norris, Rage Sheffield, Carriage Builder Aug 14 at 2 
Off Rec, Figtree In, "Sheffield 
Rowe, pon, st ae Aug 18 at12 Off Rec, 35, Vic- 
toria st, Liverpool! 
Scuortetp, WiLL1am, Heywood, oom Hardware Dealer 
Aug 18at11 16, Wood st, Bo 
Scuweirzer, Pixcus, Weathworthe oo = me Draper 
Aug 17 at 12 ———— pent, Ci Care 
| Scorr, Joun James, T penhow, Cumbrl , Aug 
14at11 Court hone, Carlisl 
| Seppox, Esty, Camden Town ro 19 at 2.30 Bankruptey 
bldgs, Carey st 
et: Tuomas Huan, Manchester, Hosier Aus 14 at 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Mancheste 
re. JowatHan Hatt, Whittlesey, ane Dealer | 
Aug 14 at12 Law Courts, New rd, eterborou 

















Clapton, Builder High Court Pet | Wa ak Ranpauy Inonsive, Kensington Aug 17 at 2.30 | 


okruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Prrrs, Toomas, Plymouth Aug 29 Lane & White, Plymouth 

Rankine, Jut1a Louisa, Sydenham, Kent Aug 31 Milles & Co, Whitehall pl, West. 

Rosrixson, James, Bolton, Bradford Aug 31 Atkinson & Ward, Bradford 

Rosixson, Witi1aM, Warrington Sept 30 Ridgway & Worsley, Warrington 

SHe.Bourne, GeorGe, North Collingham, Notts, Joiner Sept 15 Hodgkinson, Newark 

Guan Westen. Popiar Sept? Bradshaw, Poplar 

Scostz, WaureR. East Stonehouse, Devon, Baker Aug29 Lane & White, Plymouth 

Smsox, Water Joszrn, Ashtonon Mersey, Estate Agent Sept 15 Dixon & Linnell, 
Manchester 

Soom, Soeeane GrantHam, Glenmead, Brenchley, Kent Sept 1 Knight, South sq, Gray’s 


Vee, Hues Anraony, Westmoreland, Jamaica, Planter Sept 15 Clabon, Gt George 
Wuire, Avzvaipe, Oakley sq SeptS Seagrove & Woods, Chancery In 


Wess, Ropenicx B, Curragh Camp, Ireland, Lieutenant 
Royal Dragoons’ Aug 14 at 3.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
jarey 
Wiasess, Francis, Cheetham, Manchester Aug 14 at 3 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Amster, Joun Lewis, ey 5 5 Salop, Butcher Shrews- 
bury Pet July 29 Ord Aug 

Banyer, Carmi Joseru, Wolveriampton, Ironmaster Wol- 
verhampton Pet ius .. ae Aug 

ay GEORGE, rey, el Retailer Kings- 

ton, Surrey Pet =r hy "O Augi 
Beoxetr, AvexanpDeR Paxman, ete, Cycle Maker 
idstone Pet Aug1 Ord Aug 
Bentiey, Samvet, Bur a5 4 in Whartedale, Yorks Leeds 


Pet Aug 5 ug 5 
Bourye, Joun Hay wre "ane Music Teacher Stafford 
Pet Aug5 Ord A’ 


Bown er, ALBERT ll Oakengates, Salop, Beerhouse 
eeper Madeley Pet July2 Ord July 31 
BrapsHaw, Wit.t1AM Henry, Sheffield, Sommayeae Saw- 
maker Sheffield Pet Aug 5 Ord Aug 5 
Brittie, Samugt, Nottingham, Solicitor Nottingham Pet 
July13 Ord Aug1 
Browne, Joun, and Watrer Browne, Gt Sank. Cycle 
ers GtGrimsby Pet Aug4 OrdA 
Burroy, Davin, South Shields, ~ rae a on 
Tyne Pet Aug 1 Ord Aug 1 
Coturys, Eavestr me ye epeenany avnue High Court 
Pet April 20 Ord Au; 
CouttHarp, Davin, an _ i Dovetas, Bewcastle, 
ine erland, Farmers Carlisle Pet Aug 5 Ord 
u 
Cow po} Artuur, Yorks Wakefield Pet July 31 Ord 
ug i 


Dosett, Witt1aM Biount, Southport, Colliery Proprietor 
Liverpool Pet Aug5 Ord Aug5 
Eart, Harry Danisn Ear, Killieser avnue, Streatham 
uly Architect High Court Pet July 23 Ord 
31 
Rinneten, Frep Wixt1am, Ripponden, nr Halifax, Boot 
Maker Halifax Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
Evans, Atrrep Eowarps, Brynmawr, Brecon, Chemist 
Tredegar Pet Aug1 Ord Augl 
Fee y, James, Birmingham, Provision Salesman Birming- 
ham Pet JuneS Ord Augl 
Gar.anp, Wit.1AM, Melplash, Dorset, Miller Dorchester 
etAug4 Ord Aug 4 
Gray, Jont, Gt Grimsby, House Furnisher Gt Grimsby 
Pet Aug4 Ord A 
owes GeEoraE, Cacdift Cardiff Pet July 31 Ord 
uly 3 
Harvey, Wi.t1am M, Theale, Somerset, Cattle Dealer 
Wells Pet July7 Ord Aug 


Jones, Joun Owen, and Murpocu Mackenzie, Aber- 
pane, Boot Dealers Tredegar Pet Aug 1 Ord 
Aug il 

Jurr, Joun Fray«, Fenchurch st, Tailor High Court Pet 

Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

Kucuenmenster, Buco, Finsbury pavement, Commercial 

Traveller High Court Pet Aug1 Ord Aug i 


Loz, James Burery, - ee Fishmonger Guildford 
Pet July 17 Ord July 

Lotinea, Lean, Earl’s 1A ar tae Proprietress High 
Court Pet 4 30 Ord Aug 

Lucas, Tuomas, the elder, Gan, + as Watchmaker 
Leicester Pet July 31 Ord J uly 31 

Maruery, Juvivs Vitus, Brighton, Tutor Brighton Pet 
Augl Ord Augl 

Murpocu, Jouy, Leicester Leicester Pet Aug 4 Ord 
Aug 4 

Norman, Witutam Jous, paren, Builder Brighton 
Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Parken, pam, Mildenhall, Suffolk, a Sonemnyenan Baker 
—— t Edmunds Pet Aug 1 d Aug 

Pvant, Joun Hays, Leicester, binmissin Agent North- 
ampton Pet July 31 Ord J uly 31 

a Burnley, Draper Burnley Pet Aug ‘ 





Pecsmanens Joun James, Per renal Glam, Saddler Ponty- 
pridd Pet Augi Ord A ¢ i 


| ee 2 nn Pde ees caine st, Caledonian rd, Cab 


ietor Pet July 27 Ord July 31 

Rox, G Gronan, Cla; laphas, 8 W, Brewer Wandsworth Pet 
uly 30 

| "Gri ALBERT Sebent, Cardiff Cardiff Pet July 7 

Ord July 31 


Aug. 15,1896. © 
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uaa Groner, Bradford * Avon, Coal Merchant 
Bath Pet July 23 Ord Aug 

Scort, Joun JAMES, Torpenhow, Cumbria, Farmer Carlisle 
Pet July 15 Ord A 

Tavernor, EvsTace Sree and Howrrr Rosixsow 
Tavernor, Leeds, Butchers Leeds Pet July29 Ord 


July 29 

TurnsuLL, Harry Russex1, i : anetg Master 
High Court Pet 4 30° Ord Jul 

Wren, Ernest, Downend, Glos Bristol et July 18 Ord 
Aug 4 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Guest, James, Shrewsbury, supe’ Dealer Shrews- 

bury Adjud Aug 12, » 1895 ul July 4, 1896 


London Gasette.—Tuxrspay, August 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ee James, Sizergh, Westmorland, Innkeeper Kendal 
Pet Aug 7 Ord Aug7 

Bass, Witu1aM Georcz, Plymouth, House Agent Ply- 
mouth Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 8 

Bet, Wii11am Lawrence, Southampton, Solicitor South- 
ampton Pet July 23 Ord Aug6 

Booker, W1t.1aM Henry, Shotter Mill, Surrey Guildford 
Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 

Brivemay, Henry Hewitt, a seeing, Architect High Court 
Pet Jan 16 Ord July 

CLAREMONT, + liens 4 * Norwich, Surgeon Nor- 
wich Pet Aug6 Ord 6 


Cottett, Hersert Hotmes, King’s pe yn Dees 
Farmer Peterborough Pet J uly ~*- Aug 8 
Cooper, Tuomas, Eastbourne, Sussex, Baker Eastbourne 


Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 

Cumrne, Jouy, by 5 nae Essex, Saddler Chelmsford 
Pet Aug 1 ug 1 

Duystong, Tom, Bloxwich, Staffs, Builder Walsall Pet 
July2 Ord July 29 

Epix, Roperr Witiram, Sparkhill, Wores, Cycle Tyre 
Maker Birmingham Pet Augs Ord Aug8s 

Evans, Toomas Wiitiam, Smethwick, Staffs, Carpenter 
West Bromwich Pet Aug 6 Ord Aug 6 

a ~ Euiza, Birmingham, Coal Dealer Birmingham 
Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 

Fioop, Amprost, Rucklersbury, Company Promoter High 
Court Pet July16 Ord Aug 7 

Frircne, Antaur Lecassicke, Erdington, nr ahem, 

porter Birmingham Pet July 29 Ord Aug 

Hacve, Joseru, — Lanes, Butcher Oldbasn. Pet 
Aug 7 ug 7 

Hartiey, Taomas, Southport, Chemist Liverpool Pet 
Aug6 Ord Aug 6 

J or inane & Clashen, Builder High Court Pet Aug 

ug 8 

Jenkins, Witi1am, Pontyewmmer, Licensed Victualler 
Cardiff Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 

Jones, Ropert Freperick, Hockley, Birmingham, Grocer 
Birmingham Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

Kyieut, Josern, South Shields, +. der 
Tyne Pet July 23 Ord Aug 

Lanspeary, WILLIAM Seman “Uttoxeter, 
Burton on Trent Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 

Laruam, Wit114M Joun, Small Heath, Birmingham, Tailor 

Birmingham Pet Aug7 Ord Aug 7 

Leet, CuarLes Henry, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Physician 
Liverpool Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 

ManrrTInDALg, hg neg Eccleston st East High Court Pet 
July1 Ord Aug 

Suan Joun, Tottenham et rd, Grocer High Court Pet 
July 14 Ord Aug 5 


Newcastle on 


Pawnbroker 


Mircuet., Davin, and Jacos Nortu, Wyke, Yorks, Manu- 
facturers Bradford Pet Aug5 Ord Aug5 
N “i's Galt & Nogt, Kensington High Court Pet 
y 
PuETHEAN, jane Bolton, Chemist’s Assistant Bolton 
Pet Aug6 Ord A 
Ports, /~F Harrogate, Monumentalist York Pet 
Aug 6 Ord Aug 6 
Rerxs, Water Jouy, ered Butcher Portsmouth 
Pet Aug6 Ord Au 
Rosertson, WILLIAM clades Chelsea, bey wg Con- 
fectioner High Court Pet June2 Ord Jul 
ey punts Queues, Fore st, Merchant igh Court 
y4 
Sims, George Coteman VEALE, i Hotel, Victoria 
igh Court Pet July 20 Ord Ai 
Stayton, Leoxarp ILLIAM, , — a Chemist 
Sheffield Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 
Seam Bae ArTHur, and Witiam LoveLranp 
Cuortey Tayor, Hinxhill, Kent, Farmers Canter- 
bury Pet AugsS Ord Augs 
TaTEen James, Gresham house, Merchant High Court 
Pet July 23 Ord Aug 6 
Temp amas, Epwarp Jams, —— Boot Dealer 
orth Pet June 24 Ord A 
Vost, ‘hee, > Cabinet Maier Halifax Pet 
Augs Ord Augs 
Wettock, Curistoruen, and Watrer } pe pa 
Keighley, Yorks Bradford Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 
ILLIAM Birxett Procrer, Westmrid Kendal 
Aug? Ord Aug7 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
| Waasas Lawrence, Southampton, eee Aug 
Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 
Ser Tas Ashton on Mersey, Bricklayer Aug 19 at 
12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Benatar, Henry ax Hewrre, Poultry, Architect Aug 20 at 
Carey s' 
Com, Gronor, Yara Yara, Glam, Carpenter Aug 21 at 12 
’ 
Cour. ae x Cadogan, pl, Gent Aug 20at 11 Bank- 
am, 1 RW, fe RS Baker Aug 18 at 12.30 Off 


1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Sua & Ossorne, Tollington Park, Contractors Ang 
19 at 2.30 Bankru; toy bldgs, Carey st st 
Gotproor, Gzorex, House Furnisher 
Aug 19 at 3 Ogden’ 'schmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 














Gorz, C H Saunpers aon, Piccadilly Aug 19 at 11 
Grant, ALBERT, To bldgs, Banker Aug 19 at12 


Carey st 
Hatrorp, Josy, wood, Lancs, Insurance 
sae Sati1 Off Rec, Bank 2 Queen st, a 


Harris, Georcr Streep, St Leonards on Sea, Plumber 

a 20 at 2.30 Off Rec, 24, Railway app, London 

Jacoss, iain Davin, and Aneeto Jacoss, Arundel 
Ha: et, Glass Merchants friy-yi ee + - 


ea Carey 

JennixGuam, StarrorD H, Costessey Hall, Norfolk Aug 
18 at2 Off Rec, 8. King st, Norwi orwich 

Jupp, Jonn Frank, Fenchurch st, Tailor Aug 20 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


a Hveo, Dulwich, Surrey, Commer- 

Traveller Aug 20 at 2.30 "Bankruptcy bldgs, 

Layspeaky, WituiaAm Taomas, Uttoxeter, Pawnbroker 
=—™ at 11.30 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on 

Manmery, Junius Vitun, Brighton, Tutor Aug 18 at 12 
Off 4, Pavilion bldgs hton 

Murpocs yey taeuter ’ Aug 1s at 3 Off Rec, 1, 
Berridge st, Leicester 

Nourraut, Arrsur, South Shore, Paieee, Butcher Aug 
21 at 2.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Orrett, Cuaries, Kidsgrove, Staffs, Draper’s Valuer Aug 
18at2 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle under Lyme 

PuetHean, James, Bolton, Chemist’s Assistant Aug 18 at 
10.30 16, Wood-st, Bolton 

Ports, Epwarp, Harrogate, Yorks, apes Aug 


21 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Ston ork 
—_— J aes Grosvenar pl, Col aa eo 20 at 1 Bank- 


nen High oe . Boo yeah, Glam, Builder Aug 20 at3 65, 
yr Tydfil 

Rirey, egg tong Blackpoo), Journeyman Plasterer Ai 
2lat3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston td 

Rix, Roserr, Tasburgh, Norfolk, Builder Aug 18 at 12 
‘or , King st, Norwi 

Roserts, Tuomas Dantet, Mardy, Glam, Grocer Aug 21 
at3 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Row .ayp, Jouy, Stockton on way Augi9 at3 Off Ree, 

8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Suxoemor, Esity Weytworts, and Tom Scarre Taytor, 
South a a, Aug 24 at 11.30 Ree, 
30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 


Syratt, Wittiam Henry, Fulham, Baker Aug 21 at 11 
Bankru; . 


ptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Tavernor, Eustace Harry, and Howirr Rostyson 
Tavernor, Leeds, Butchers Augi9 at 11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Taytor, Gzorce Danret, Finsbury pavement, Public house 

Broker Aug 20 at 2.30 idgs, Carey st 

Tuomas, Epcar, and Wiit1am Tomas, Porth, Glam, 

— Aug 20 at 12 65, High st, ‘Merthyr 


Trinauz, James Epwarp, Cinderford, com Cattle Dealer 
Augi8atil Off Rec, Station rd, G loucester 

TurnButt, Harry Russet, Islington, ae Master 
Aug 21 at12_ Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Turner, James Croor, Lage gs fusic Seller Aug 19 at 
3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Wattey, Frank, Besden, Builder — | 18 at 11.30 Off 

, King st, Newcastle under L 
Watyr, ” Gxonor, Walpole, Suffolk, 


coeur Aug 22 at 12 
Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
BalLey, JAMES, a, Kendal, Innkeeper Kendal Pet 
Aug7 Ord A 


ug 7 

Bass, WILLIAM ene, re House Agent Ply- 
mouth Pet A Aus 8 

Beckett, ArTuuR ‘ih, ora stone, Kent, Bicyle Maker 
Maidstone Pet July17 Ord Aug 5 

Bett, Witt1am Lawrence, yy ae Solicitor South- 
ampton Pet July21 Ord Augs 

Bixyzry, Gzorce Haywarp, Bideford, Devon Barnstaple 
Pet April2 Ord Aug 8 


ug 

Booxer, Witiiam Henry, Shotter ~~” Surrey, Florist 

Guildford PetAug6 Ord Aug 

BrockLeBaNnk, JOHN + paamaee Bork, Bookseller York 
Pet Aug 5 Ord Aug 5 

CiaremMont, CoNsTANTINE CECIL, 
Norwi aus Aug 6 Bagware "4, 

Cross, Pan On Builder High Court 
Pet J Olio 


Gnamein . a. Heer, Gt George . een 
High Court Bet July 3° Ord A 

eld, Essex, Saddler dantieot 

, Lanes, 


Norwich, Surgeon 


Deax, Hues, and Gsorcr Wiison 
J Oldham Pet June19 Ord Ane? 
Dunan, Harry Tayior, Sen Kensington 
Brass Sane my eM Smethwick, Staffs, Carpenter 
a ‘HOMAS WILLIAM, Wi s, 
est Bromwich Pet Augé Ord Aug 6 
ein Arruur Leoassicxe, Erdington, 
Importer iy Aan bg Grd Awe 7 
ag ee Kensington, High Court Pet 


m+ JosErn, Oldham, Butcher Oldham Pet Aug 7 
a Southport, Chemist Liverpool Pet 
Aug6 Ord Aug 6 


Howerrt, Rosser, High Court Pet June 29 


Janae, Tac, Clapham, Surrey, Builder High Court 
Pet Ai ug 8 Ord Aug & 

Jenkins, WILLIAM. or, Glam, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Cardiff Pet Aug 6 Ord ad Aug 6 

Lanne, ee he tna . Pawnbroker 


Trent 5 Ord Aue Aug 
Larsam, Wim fy Wr Binal sreathe ieeingbem, Tailor 
Birmingham Pet Aug 7 Ont An Aug 8 


Leeca, WIti1aM. Farmer Leo- 
Bishop’s Castle, Salop, 


Pet July 2 am hy 


Maarrtiy, by my Kilburn High Court Pet July 
8 Ord 
a ~~ Tony. rottenham et rd, Grocer High Court Pet 
y 
Mrrcuett, Davin, r~¥ JAcoB poums, Gata Teste, Manu- 
facturers Bradford Pet Aug 4 Ord 


oe Bolton 
Yorks, Monumentalist York 
Aug 6 ane 
Prout, James Isaac Bexngy, Upper Clapton, Builder 
High Court Pet July9 Ord Aug 8 
Scuumacuer, Erwirx Cuartes, Bayswater High Court 


ty House, Warwicks Ban- 


Puerseay, James, 
Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 


Srerpuenson, Henry Pur, Southport, Stock Broker 
Li Pet June 23 Ord Aug 6 
Syratr, Wiiu1am Henry, Fulham, Baker High Court 
Pet July 31 Ord Aug 6 
pavmt, ame House 


Court Pet July 14 Ord Aug 


Broker 
Tayios, Recixsatp Arruur, and Wiseae a EBAND 
CHoRLEY iad , Kent, Canter- 


Ly! Ord Aug 8 
bow Bevee,Halitar, Caine binet Maker Halifax Pet Aug 


baa Pm 7 siieuiat Pet July 17 Ord 


ug 8 

WE 10ck, Cueistorner, and Waiter Wettocs, Keighley 
Bradford Pet Aug6 Ord Au 

Witurams, Henny James, Carmarthen, Watch Jobber Car- 
marthen PetJuly 20 Ord Aug6é 

Wimay, Wituiam Brexetr Procrer, Westmrid Kendal 
Pet Aug 6 Ord Aug7 


| 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
Journal with regularity, tt ts requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. 0d. Volumes bound 
at the ofice—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s 6d. 


MAPLE & CO 
FURNITURE 


7 























ROOMS a 


manner, as well as 
at the smallest cost 


CLASS — 
FURNITURE 


Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
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PROBATE VALUATIONS 





JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &e. 


SPINK & SON, Goupsmrrus anp Sr.varsmrrHs, 17 anv 18, ‘Procapiy, W., and at 1 anp 2, 


GRAcECHURCH-STREET, ConnuILL, Lonpon, E.C., beg respectfully to announce that they AccURATELY 


APPRAISE the above for the Lzecat Prorgssion ‘or PURCHASE the samx for cash if desired. Estab- 


lished 1772 


Under the vatronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis Battenbera, K.C.B. 





C. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS. 
The £5 5s, 


LEGAL NEST 


SHOULD BE USED BY ALL SOLICITORS, 
ACCOUNTANTS, 


&o. 
It is the most convenient and durable yet offered to the 


Profession. 


Consists of four superior japanned Deed Boxes, with fall- 
ed by 
Size, 20in. by 13in. by 14in. 


down fronts, and four compartments in each. Secur 
Hobbs’ Patent or other Locks. 


Cc. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS, 
43, CANNON STREET, E.C. (Only Address.) 





8S. FIS 








TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 


R. WELSH BRANTHWAIT: 
Medical a 


INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND THE 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME. 


ESTABLISHED 1864, 
For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper and 
Higher Middle gy od ey from the above. Highly 
| successful results. - sician : Sir BENJAMIN 
| WARD RICHARDSON, Mb .C.P. Medical Attend- 
an icester.—For terms, &c., 
fo Dr IST. T. CLARKE, Leiveste For te & 
| spply, Mrs. THEOBALD, Principal, Tower House, Leicester. 











| TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 


ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. Terms, 
2} to 4 Guineas. 


Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.8. (Eng.) 





“THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. | ' 


o SRE oe 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


— BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF AEOCATION 





| speedily printed in ay form f 
| distribution. REIFICATES, D ENTURES, 
CHEQUES, | ae +» engraved and printed. 


Q 
SEALS designed and executed. No ) Charge for po ge 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Statione>s, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeante’-inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped an Filed. 





BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, dc. 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of ali Ohemists and Grecers, 

















BRAND & &. , MAYFATR, W., & MAYFAIR WORKS, 
5.W. 
Founded 1710. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


VAUXHALL, "LONDON, 8 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 
SUM INSURED im 1895, £390,776,000. 


S 7] N INSURANCE OFFICE. 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


(yeate BOROUGH OF BRADFORD 
TOWN CLERKSHIP 


The Town Council of the said Borough are peapened te 
A eer ee 
standing and experience to fill the of TOWN CL 
and SOLICITOR to the eae such office being 
rendered vacant by the death of W. T. wen, Esq.), at 
the yearly salary of £1,500, in addition to which t the — 
will provide and pay all necessary Clerks and Assistants. 
Personal canvassing will be a disqualification. Applica- 
tions for the office, endorsed Ma Town Clerkship,”’ accom- 
panied by testimonials, to be sent to me, at the Town Hall, 
not not Inter than the 18th day of August next. Print of terms 
and conditions under which the appointment will be made 
may be obtained on application at the Town Clerk’s Office, 
Town Hall. WM. WILLIS WOOD, Mayor. 
_ Town! Hall, Bradford, 28th July, 1896. 


J[ASON COLLEGE, BIRMINGHAM. 
QUEEN’S FACULTY OF MEDICINE, 1996-97. 


pix ps a SESSION wil will COMMENCE on THURS- 
AY, O 

The DEAN ,_ WINDLE, D.Sc., M.D.) will see 
PARENTS or STUDENTS on the 28th, 29th, and 30th of 
September, between the hours of Ten and One. 


for Diplomas of all Licensing Bodies, 


The Courses quali: 
Medaeine and Surgery of British Uni- 


and for Degrees in 
versities. 

There are various Sch vg entrance and otherwise. 

CLINICAL INSTRUCTIO is given at the General and 
the Queen’s Hospitals, which have a united total of over 
400 beds. There are departments for Eye, Skin, 
Ear and Throat, and S Diseases of Women. Students 
can also attend the oo Lunatic Asylum and the Fever 
Hosvital the Eye, Orthopedic, and Ear and Throat 

itals. 

The Dental Department, in conjunction with the General, 
Queen’s, and Dental Hos eee, oes affords a complete curricu- 
lum for all Dental Diplomas. There is an Entrance 
pov yo and Medals and Honour Certificates are 
awarded in the Classes. 


[ There are also Faculties of Arts and Science. Sullabuses, 
containing full particulars, are published separately. | 


A SYLLABUS of the Faculty of Medicine, containing 
full information, may be had gratis from Messrs. CornisH, 
New-street, Sirmingh jam, or on on application at the College. 


ae BARTHOLOMEW’S HOSPITAL and 
COLLEGE. 


The WINTER SESSION will will begin on THURSDAY, 
OCTOBER Ist, 1896. 

Students can reside in the College within the Hospital 
walls, subject to the collegiate regulations. 

The Hespitau ee service of 750 beds Scholar- 
ships and Prizes of the aggregate value of nearly £900 are 
awarded annually. 

The Mepicau = contains large Lecture Rooms and 
well-appointed Laboratories for Practical Teaching, as well 
as Dissecting Rooms, Museum, Library, &c. 

A large Recreation Ground recently been purchased, 
and is open to s of the Stud Clubs. 

For further particulars apply personally or by letter to 
the Warden of the College, St. Bartholomew’s Hospital, 


E.C 
'A Handbook forwarded on application. 


EDE AND. SOF, 


ROBE Aetsh, MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
dicial Bench, Copeneiiap of London, &c. 








+a? 








ROBES FOR mts COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace, 


Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Gowns, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LON DON. 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 


Law W: 


ALEXANDER & SHEP HEAED, 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS. 
And all General and Commercial Work. 


Every description of Printing—/arge or small, 
Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAI, Newspaper. 


Authors advised “Ps as to s to Printing and Publishing. 
Estimates and all information furnished. 


Contracts entered into. 








